DISCOURSE  NETWORKS  2000;  A HYPERICONOMY 


by 

MARCEL  O’GORMAN 


A DISSERTATION  PRESENTED  TO  THE  GRADUATE  SCHOOL 
OF  THE  UNIVERSITY  OF  FLORIDA  IN  PARTIAL  FULFILLMENT 
OF  THE  REQUIREMENTS  FOR  THE  DEGREE  OF 
DOCTOR  OF  PHILOSOPHY 


UNIVERSITY  OF  FLORIDA 
1998 


Copyright  1998 
by 

Marcel  O’Gorman 


ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 


This  dissertation  represents  the  culmination  of  one  individual’s  pursuit  for  a 
practical  way  of  turning  the  imagination  into  something  communicable,  both  in  the  sense 
of  “easily  communicated”  and  “easily  transmitted,”  as  in  a virus.  Perhaps  it  is  the 
romantic  nature  of  this  ideal  that  sustained  the  author  through  the  composition  of  the 
manuscript,  carrying  him  beyond  the  stigma  which  the  word  “romantic”  has  accrued  in 
critical/theoretical  circles.  More  likely,  however,  it  is  my  wife,  Beth,  who  sustained  me. 
As  editor,  harsh  critic,  co-conspirator,  and  inventor  of  unbound  modes  of  discourse,  Beth 
helped  maintain  my  sanity,  grounding  me  during  delirious  lines  of  flight,  and  setting  me 
aloft  when  the  overwhelming  onslaught  of  discourse  networks  ground  me  into  paralysis. 

This  project  would  not  have  been  possible,  of  course,  without  the  heuretic  and 
heuristic  guidance  of  my  advisor,  mentor,  and  Shaman,  Greg  Ulmer.  Greg’s  unyielding 
confidence  in  my  work,  and  his  constant  prodding,  have  taught  me  to  transgress  the 
boundaries  of  criticism,  theory,  and  art,  balancing  the  provocative  energy  of  an  avant- 
gardiste,  and  the  understanding  reserve  of  a humanist. 

For  provoking  the  avant-garde  in  me,  I must  also  thank  Stephen  Gibb,  whose 
grotesque  paintings  have  become  internalized  as  my  own  psychic,  image  repertoire.  And 
my  humanist  side  must  be  attributed  to  my  parents,  Bernard  and  Joyce;  their  undying 
confidence  in  me,  their  support  of  my  most  esoteric,  intellectual  machinations,  and  their 


iii 


fruitful  rearing  of  eight  children,  are  proof  positive  of  their  faith  in  the  development  of  the 
human  mind. 

Finally,  I must  thank  my  most  recently  indoctrinated  supporter,  whose  silent 
presence  conducted  me  steadily  through  the  entire  composition  of  the  manuscript.  For  a 
period  of  nine  months,  she  and  the  dissertation  gestated  simultaneously.  I could  not  have 
asked  for  a more  beautiful  and  inspiring  impetus  than  Sophia,  my  wise  mifse. 


IV 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 

page 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS iii 

LIST  OF  FIGURES vii 

ABSTRACT ix 

INTRODUCTION 1 

Translation  Problems;  In  Defense  of  Discourse  Networks 1 

Nonsense 7 

The  Chapters 11 

CHAPTER  1 : A DISCOURSE  2000 22 

The  Invisible  Appliance 22 

Res  Publica  Litteraria 25 

The  Pictorial  Turn 34 

Picture  Theory 40 

Picturing  Theory 51 

CHAPTER  2:  THE  HYPERICONIC  DE-VISE 61 

Hypericonomy 61 

Consolidation  and  Restitution 68 

W.J.T.  Mitchell  - Hypericon,  Metapicture,  Imagetext 68 

Erwin  Panofsky  - Synthetic  Intuition 71 

C.G.  Jung  - Archetype 74 

Claude  Levi-Strauss  - Myth 75 

Roland  Barthes  - Bourgeois  Myth 77 

Conduction 81 

Ramism:  Dialectic  for  Little  Boys 84 

Logic  Containers 87 

The  Convergence  of  Logical  Method  and  Print  Technology 90 

The  Ne  Plus  Ultra  of  Writing  Spaces 93 

William  Blake:  A Dialectic  of  Dialectics  for  Every  Child 94 

On  the  “Contraries”:  Printing  in  the  Infernal  Method 97 

Digitization  and  “Blockheads” 102 


V 


Children’s  Education  in  the  Age  of  Blake 107 

Children’s  Vision 1 1 0 

The  Nurse’s  ViceA^ise 1 1 5 

CHAPTER  3:  FROM  LOOP  TO  LOUPE:  ELECTRONIC  WRITING  AND 

DN2000 120 

Visualization  and  Intelligence 120 

Figure/Ground  1 : The  Optical  Unconscious 129 

Figure/Ground  2:  Children’s  Literature 134 

Figure/Ground  3:  Electronic  Writing 137 

Figure/Ground  4:  1\0 143 

The  Place  of  Escape 166 

CONCLUSION  OR  THE  REMAINDER 167 

Linguistic  Slavery  and  Its  Eradication 167 

Trees  vs.  Roots  - Structural  Remainder 172 

Print  vs.  Electronic  - Technological  Remainder 174 

Text  vs.  Picture  - Representational  Remainder 179 

The  Good  Sense  of  Nonsense 1 84 

WORKS  CITED 187 

BIOGRAPHICAL  SKETCH 193 


VI 


M ro 


LIST  OF  FIGURES 


Figure  page 

I - 1 Stephen  Gibb,  Eye  Socket  or  Bronche  I 'oeil  ( 1 989).  Courtesy  of  the  Artist 22 

1-2  School  of  Piero  della  Francesca,  View  of  an  Ideal  C//V  (1470?).  Urbino,  Palazzo 

Ducale 40 

1-3  Paul  Cezanne,  Mont.  Ste.  Victoire(\906).  Kunsthaus,  Zurich 41 

1-4  Rene  Magritte,  La  trahison  des  images.  © C.  Hersovici,  ARS,  New  York 48 

1 -5  Rene  Magritte,  Les  deux  mysteres.  © C.  Hersovici/ARS,  New  York 50 

1 -6  Frank  Stella,  Hyena  Stomp  (detail).  © ARS,  New  York 55 

1-7  Frank  Stella,  Louisiana  Lotteiy  Company  © ARS,  New  York 55 

1- 8  Frank  Stella,  Hyena  Stomp.  © ARS,  New  York 56 

-1  Marcel  O ’Gorman,  Melancholia  1\0  (1994) 64 

-2  Wittgenstein's  Duck-Rabbit,  in  Philosophical  Investigations  (Cambridge,  MA: 

Blackwell  Publishers,  1958) 70 

2- 3  The  Sega  Saturn  Lady.  © Sega  Corporation 79 

2-4  Mnemonic  figure  in  Mumer's  Logical  Card  Game  (Strasbourg,  1 509), 

Bibliotheque  Nationale 90 

2-5  A Ramist  Table  of  Dichotomies  in  Friege’s  Paedogogus  (Basle,  1582),  St.  Louis 

University  Library 91 

2-6  Printing  Press 93 

2-7  William  Blake,  The  Angel  Michael  binding  the  Dragon.  Fogg  Art  Museum, 

Harvard  University 1 00 

2-8  William  Blake,  “Nurse's  Song”  ( 1 826).  Dover  Publications,  1 987 110 

2-9  William  Blake,  “Nurse's  Song”  without  text 116 

2-  1 0 Stephen  Gibb,  No  Parole  ( 1 990) 1 1 9 

3- 1  Stephen  Gibb,  (1991) 125 

3-2  Stereogram  created  with  GP  POPOUT  (Internet  Shareware) 126 

3-3  McDonald’s  Peter  Pan  Magnifying  Glass.  © Disney 1 27 

3-4  Raven's  Progressive  Matrices,  hypothetical  adaptation 1 28 

3-5  Max  Ernst,  from  La  femme  100  tites.  © ARS,  New  York 1 32 

3-6  Daliesque  Simpsons.  © Fox  Broadcasting  Corp 1 33 

3-7  Roy  Lichtenstein,  Magnifying  Glass.  © Estate  of  Roy  Lichtenstein 141 

3-8  From  E.L.  Shackleford’s,  Doctor's  Diary.  Courtesy  of  the  artist 1 48 

3-9  Node  1 (screen  capture  of  a Web  page  in  Netscape) 1 53 

3- 1 0 Node  2 (screen  capture  of  a Web  page  in  Netscape) 1 54 

3-1 1 Node  3 (screen  capture  of  a Web  page  in  Netscape) 1 55 

3- 1 2 Node  4 (screen  capture  of  a Web  page  in  Netscape) 1 56 

3- 1 3 Node  5 (screen  capture  of  a Web  page  in  Netscape) 1 57 


3-14  Node  6 (screen  capture  of  a Web  page  in  Netscape) 158 

3-15  Node  7 (screen  capture  of  a Web  page  in  Netscape) 1 59 

3-16  Node  8 (screen  capture  of  a Web  page  in  Netscape) 160 

3- 17  Node  9 (screen  capture  of  a Web  page  in  Netscape) 161 

4- 1  Structure  of  the  Pennsylvania  Electronic  Edition  ofMar\>  Shelley 's  Frankenstein 

(www.english.upenn.edu/~jlynch/Frank/mla.html) 1 77 

4-2  Stephen  Gibb,  Pipedream  ( 1 998).  Courtesy  of  the  artist 193 


viii 


Abstract  of  Dissertation  Presented  to  the  Graduate  School 
of  the  University  of  Florida  in  Partial  Fulfillment  of  the 
Requirements  for  the  Degree  of  Doctor  of  Philosophy 

DISCOURSE  NETWORKS  2000:  A HYPERICONOMY 

By 

Marcel  O’ Gorman 
December,  1998 

Chairman:  Dr.  Gregory  Ulmer 

Major  Department:  English  and  Media  Studies 

German  Romanticism,  according  to  Friedrich  Kittler,  begins  at  the  precise 
moment  when  Faust,  M.A.,  looks  up  from  his  book  of  magic  ideograms  and  sighs — 

^ch! — subversively  admitting  his  soul  into  the  discourse  of  scholars.  For  Kittler,  author 
of  Discourse  Netvi'orks  1800/1900,  this  picturesque  scene  serves  as  a nodal  point  leading 
into  a study  of  the  Discourse  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars.  What  concerns  us  here, 
however,  is  not  whether  Faust  is  indeed  the  father  of  Romanticism,  but  what  permitted 
him  (and  Kittler  as  well)  to  break  out  of  the  “endless  circulation”  of  scholarly  convention 
Inspired  by  the  magic  ideogram.  Discourse  Networks  2000  devises  a scholarly 
method  created  for  an  electronic,  picture-oriented  culture;  a method  which  transgresses 
the  established  boundaries  of  the  Discourse  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars  by  drawing  into 
scholarship  that  which  has  conventionally  been  left  out  or  suppressed:  pictorial 
representation,  post-print  technologies,  linguistic  anomalies  (puns,  anagrams,  etc.),  non- 
linear narrative,  and  subjective  experience.  The  product  of  this  assemblage  is  a mode  of 
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scholarly  discourse  which  has  been  dubbed  “hypericonomy,”  and  its  purpose  is  to 
eradicate  the  representational  rigidity  and  disciplinary  compartmentalization  of  traditional 
humanities  research,  replacing  it  with  a type  of  scholarship  that  fosters 
multidisciplinarity,  multivocality,  and  an  openness  to  non-traditional  technologies  of 
representation  (i.e.,  electronic,  pictorial). 

The  seemingly  cumbersome  word  “hypericonomy”  is  the  offspring  of  W.J.T. 
Mitchell’s  concept  of  the  hypericon,  a term  that  I have  modified  to  designate  a picture  or 
scene  (i.e.,  the  Faustian  scene  above)  which  encapsulates  an  entire  episteme  or  mode  of 
understanding.  Hypericonomy  is  therefore  an  approach  to  scholarly  praxis  based  on  the 
management,  distribution  and  arrangement  of  hypericons  over  space  and  time.  By 
underscoring  the  diachronic,  recurrent,  and  subjective  nature  of  the  hypericon  as  I have 
defined  it,  this  project  deconstructs  periodic  epistemological  distinctions  such  as  those 
implied  by  Kittler’s  1800/1900.  The  goal,  then,  is  not  to  identify  a single  Discourse 
Netw  ork  2000,  but  to  demonstrate  that  multiple  discourse  networks  circulate  within  any 
given  period,  and  the  hypericon  is  a means  of  tracing  the  presence  of  any  discursive 
circuit.  In  this  project,  the  discourse  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars  is  tracked  down  for  a 
very  specific  purpose:  so  that  it  might  be  short-circuited  by  the  introduction  of  a 
methodological  parasite  known  as  hypericonomy. 
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INTRODUCTION 


This  madly  thoughtless  fragmentation  and  fraying  of  all  foundations,  their 
dissolution  into  an  ever  flowing  and  dispersing  becoming,  the  tireless 
entangling  and  historicizing  of  all  that  has  come  to  be  by  modern  man,  that 
great  garden  spider  in  the  node  of  the  world  web— all  this  may  occupy  and  worry 
the  moralist,  the  artist,  the  pious  man  and  perhaps  the  statesman  as  well;  we, 
however,  will  for  once  be  cheered  up  by  it  today  by  seeing  all  this  in  the 
glittering  magic  of  a philosophical  parodist  in  whose  head  the  age  has  achieved 
an  ironical  consciousness  of  itself,  and  that  clearly  'to  the  point  of  infamy'  (to 
speak  the  language  of  Goethe). 

-Nietzsche,  On  the  Advantage  and  Disadvantage  of  Histoiy  for  Life 


Translation  Problems:  In  Defense  of  Discourse  Networks 

It  is  now  1 0 years  since  the  English  translation  of  Discourse  Networks  1800/1900 
made  Friedrich  Kittler’s  most  extensive  work  accessible  to  North  American  readers.  Yet 
it  seems  as  if  Discourse  Networks  has  yet  to  be  understood  by  an  audience  which 
demands  linearity,  closure,  and  extensive  historical  contextualization  from  any  critical 
work.  Kittler’s  unconventional  methodology  has  brought  on  the  most  acerbic  of  reviews, 
perhaps  because  it  is  not  just  a work  of  literary  criticism,  but  a theory  on  discourse.  For 
example,  Kittler  has  been  accused  of  veiling  his  lack  of  conceptual  lucidity  beneath  an 
“insistent,”  “declamatory  style”  (Lewis,  103);  a style  which  can  only  be  described  as  a 
“simulacrum  of  insanity”  (Sebastian,  594).  If  nothing  else,  Kittler’s  book  has  at  least 
succeeded  in  generating  strong  responses  from  its  reviewers.  It  might  be  posited  that 
Discourse  Netw'orks  is  frustrating  or  disappointing  because  it  thwarts  the  expectations  of 
readers  who  are  looking  for  a text  framed  in  hermeneutics  and  bolstered  by  extensive 
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historical  contextualization.  To  such  readers,  Kittler  has  “forsaken  the  enterprise  of 
making  sense”  (Sebastian,  583),  and  thus  his  work  “cannot  be  accepted  as  critical 
practice”(594).  This  outright  dismissal  of  Kittler’s  methodology  sets  the  stage  for  this 
study,  which  is  committed  to  the  following  tasks:  1 ) to  reopen  the  question  of  what  may 
be  “accepted  as  critical  practice”  in  the  Academy;  2)  to  reconsider  the  definitions  of 
“sense”  and  “nonsense,”  and  the  value  that  each  of  these  holds  for  the  critical  enterprise, 
and;  3)  to  suggest  a critical  practice  more  suitable  to  a culture  in  which  electronic 
technology  and  pictorial  representation  are  rapidly  transforming  our  modes  of  discourse. 
The  goal,  here,  is  not  to  offer  yet  another  review  of  Kittler’s  book,  be  it  adverse  or 
advocative,  but  to  rescue  Kittler’s  theory  of  discourse  networks  and  his  unconventional 
methodology  in  order  to  apply  them  to  a theory  and  practice  suitable  to  a discourse  2000. 

Admittedly,  Discourse  NetMvrks  does  present  obstacles  which  might  discourage 
the  English-speaking  reader.  First  of  all,  one  must  deal  with  the  ever-confounding  factor 
of  translation,  a process  which,  in  the  words  of  Eric  Prenowitz,  translator  of  Jacques 
Derrida’s  y4;r///ve  Fever,  “always  operates  at  an  economic  loss”  (109).  The  difficulties 
presented  by  this  forfeiture — an  irreparable  loss  which  shrouds  the  reading  experience  in 
a cloud  of  mourning — are  further  compounded  by  Kittler’s  use  of  German  literature  and 
philosophy  which  have,  in  turn,  been  translated  for  us.  With  the  exception  of  a handful  of 
specialized  readers,  the  audience  for  Discourse  Networks  must  overcome  the  discomfort 
of  being  distanced,  alienated  even,  by  texts  which  belong  to  a different  language,  a 
different  culture,  a different  literary  tradition. 

These  obstacles  are  not  as  boding,  however,  for  Thomas  Sebastian,  Kittler’s  most 
unsparing  critic  and  a Germanist  himself  Rather,  Sebastian  finds  the  text  alienating  for  a 
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different  reason.  From  Sebastian’s  perspective,  Discourse  Networks  is  indeed  written  in  a 
foreign  language:  the  language  of  poststructuralism.  It  is  not  that  Sebastian  is  incapable  of 
understanding  a text  rooted  in  poststructural  theory,  but  that  he  is  unwilling  to  accept  a 
text  which  “avoids  a discussion  of  post-structuralist  theory  altogether,  engaging  instead  in 
a radical  application  of  its  practice”  (583).  To  appreciate  Kittler’s  “radical  application”  of 
the  theories  of  Foucault,  Deleuze/Guattari,  Lacan  et  ah,  one  must  be  open  to  the 
possibility  of  innovation  in  the  realm  of  critical  methodology.  In  fact,  one  must  be  willing 
to  put  up  with  a little  “nonsense”  in  order  to  find  any  redeeming  value  in  Kittler’s  work.  If 
Kittler  engages  in  a “coupling  of  completely  incompatible  concepts”  (Sebastian,  594),  it 
is  not  because  he  is,  for  example,  “unaware  of  the  tenuousness  of  his  historiography” 
(Sebastian,  594),  but  because  he  is  not  following  the  rules  of  conventional  historical 
narrative.  And  if  he  unconsciously  generates  “innovative  interpretations”  (594)  of 
German  literary  texts,  it  is  not  because  he  is  a closeted  hermeneut,  but  because  his  “post- 
hermeneutic”'  methodology  speaks  through,  or  rather  with  these  literary  texts,  rewrites 
them  as  they  are  fed  through  a theoretical  machine.^  And  this  machine,  as  we  shall  see, 
tells  us  as  much  about  the  discourse  networks  in  which  Goethe  and  Nietzsche  are 


' In  the  words  of  David  Wellberry.  “by  eliciting  from  the  divergent  elaborations  of  post-structuralist  thought 
a collective  epistemological  apparatus,  Kittler  establishes  a positive  research  program  for  a post- 
hermeneutic  criticism”  (xi). 

^ The  critic  who  seems  to  have  achieved  the  tightest  grasp  on  Kittler’s  work,  not  surprisingly,  is  his 
translator,  David  Wellberry.  In  his  preface  to  Discourse  Networks,  Wellberry  describes  the  post- 
hermeneutic,  and  perhaps  post-poststructuralist  thrust  of  Kittler’s  text  with  an  aptness  and  accuracy  that  this 
author  can  only  hope  to  emulate.  “Kittler's  book  is  not  about  post-structuralism,”  Wellberry  explains,  "does 
not  take  post-structuralism  as  its  theme.  Rather,  it  presupposes  post-structuralist  thought,  makes  that 
thought  the  operating  equipment,  the  hardware,  with  which  it  sets  out  to  accomplish  its  own  research 
program.  In  Discourse  Networks,  post-structuralism  becomes  a working  vocabulary,  a set  of  instruments 
productive  of  knowledge”  (vii). 
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implicated,  as  it  does  about  Kittler’s  (and  our)  own.  For  this  reason,  I would  argue  that 
Discourse  Nen\’orks  1800/1900  might  just  as  easily  be  entitled  Discourse  Netwvrks  2000. 

The  most  pervasive  misconception  surrounding  Discourse  Networks  1800/1900  is 
the  notion  that  Kittler  is  attempting  to  establish  a binary  opposition  between  two 
centuries.  But  this  is  a common  misconception  for  readers  who  attempt  to  pigeonhole  the 
work  according  to  conventional  standards.  The  conclusion  that  in  Discourse  Netw^orks, 
“1900  is  to  1800  as  signifier  to  signified,  writing  to  speech,  insanity  to  sanity, 
untranslatability  to  translatability,  anarchy  to  state,  outside  to  inside”  may  tell  us  more 
about  Sebastian’s  struggle  to  enframe  Kittler's  thesis  within  his  own  methodological 
apparatus,  than  it  does  about  Kittler’s  methodology  itself  (585).  A more  eomplex  model 
than  that  of  binary  opposition,  a model  which  embraces  the  protean  nature  of  an  infinite 
network,  is  required  in  order  to  describe  Kittler’s  methodology. 

The  confusion  surrounding  the  concept  of  discourse  networks  may  lie  partly  in  the 
ambiguity  of  the  book’s  title.  Discourse  Networks  1800/1900  does  not  necessarily  imply 
a coupling  (i.e.,  two  and  only  two  discourse  networks)  or  a “historical  progress”  from  one 
century  to  the  next  (585).  Rather,  the  title  could  refer — and  this  is  my  eontention  whether 
or  not  Kittler  intended  it — to  the  presence  of  a plurality  of  contemporaneous  diseourse 
networks  which  circulate  freely  and  sometimes  cross  one  another  during  the  two  centuries 
in  question.  Like  a forensic  scientist  with  a magnifying  glass,  Kittler  zooms  in  on  a 
particular  discursive  seene — be  it  that  of  Goethe,  Nietzsche,  Freud,  etc — and  inspects  the 
networks  that  cross  through  it.  If  a more  complex,  contemporary  metaphor  will  be 
allowed,  consider  all  of  “discourse”  as  a supercomputer  whose  internal  wiring  can  only  be 
accessed  by  removing  a series  of  panels  that  fit  together  to  form  a protective  casing. 
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Kittler  is  like  a technician  who,  in  an  attempt  to  explain  the  mechanics  of  the  computer, 
removes  one  panel  and  describes  only  the  section  of  circuits  that  lies  beneath.  What  the 
reader  is  offered  then,  is  not  a collection  of  case  studies  or  microcosmic  prototypes  of  a 
single,  discursive  macrocosm,  but  a series  of  zoom-shots  or  cross-sections  taken  from  the 
infinite,  chaotic  web  which  we  sometimes  like  to  call  (though  there  is  no  justice  in  the 
term)  human  discourse. 

This  is  not  the  case  then,  of  two  distinct  discourse  networks,  one  for  1 800  and  one 
for  1 900.  Kittler  may  speak  of  “the  discourse  network  1 800”  or  the  “discourse  network 
1900,”  but  each  time  he  does  so,  it  is  according  to  a different  definition,  a definition 
determined  by  the  text  which  he  is  speaking  through  at  the  time  he  makes  the  statement. 
Kittler  does  not  provide  us  with  a discreet  definition  of  two  divergent  discourse  networks, 
but  with  a series  of  definitions,  or  as  we  shall  see,  “a  structure  of  possibilities”  (Bolter, 

1 19).  To  understand  the  complexity  of  this  structure,  it  may  be  worthwhile  to  consider 
some  of  the  discursive  loops  which  circulate  in  the  given  discourse  networks.  Within  the 
variegated  discursive  web  of  1 800,  Kittler  identifies,  among  others,  the  following 
circuits: 

• between  scholars  and  students,  an  “endless  circulation  . . . without  producers 
or  consumers”  (4); 

• between  the  scholar  and  the  text — a relationship  which  changes  when  Faust 
partakes  in  a “free  translation”  of  the  Bible  (14); 

• between  the  free  writer  and  the  state  which  acts  as  the  “purpose,  goal,  and 
essence  of  this  odd  speaking  and  listening  procedure.”(  Deleuze/Guattari: 
1987,  in  Kittler,  21); 

• between  the  writer  and  the  female  Other,  “who  in  the  discourse  network  of 
1 800  calls  forth  Poetry”  (24); 

• between  poetry  and  (M)otherZNature,  who  “exists  as  the  singular  behind  the 
plurality  of  discourses”  (26); 

• between  daughter/mother  and  state  education  system,  including  “the  ministers 
of  education  departments,  consistorial  president  and  advisors,  school 
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inspectors,  and  whatever  other  titles  those  responsible  for  public  education 
may  have”  (von  Tiirk,  156ff  in  Kittler,  55); 

• between  brother/son  and  daughter/mother,  a pedagogic  loop  “which  allowed 
the  Woman  as  the  Mother's  Mouth  every  right  to  be  a Voice,  but  no  right  to 
have  one”  (66). 

Each  of  these  loops  could  be  described  as  a micro-network  within  the  overarching, 
infinite  macro-network  of  1 800,  but  these  loops  are  certainly  not  typical  or  representative 
in  any  sense.  Furthermore,  these  micro-networks  are  not  necessarily  unplugged  when  new 
discourse  networks  crop  up.  For  example,  the  discourse  network  of  the  Republic  of 
Scholars  does  not  disappear  when  Faust  abandons  it  for  the  network  of  “free  translation” 
or  henneneutics.  (On  the  contrary,  the  Republic  of  Scholars  network  still  circulates  in  our 
own  academic  apparatus.)  Nor  does  Faust  fully  escape  the  greater  Republican  network 
through  his  “act”  of  free  translation,  for  he  is  merely  engaging  in  a “special  instance  of 
state-permitted  academic  freedom”  (Kittler,  18).  Hence,  a discourse  network  is  never 
completely  autonomous,  nor  does  the  onset  of  a new  network  preclude  the  existence  of 
others.  Discourse  networks  might  be  described  most  accurately  then,  as  rhizomatic 
entities. 

We  should  thus  speak  not  only  of  the  discourse  network  within  a given  time 
frame,  but  also  of  multiple  discourse  networks  which  might  predate  and  survive  the  span 
of  years  covered  by  Kittler.  Hence,  it  would  be  a myopic  misunderstanding,  a vast  over- 
simplification to  suggest  that  “Kittler’s  thesis  [is]  that  a single  unified  discourse  network 
fully  characterized  each  of  the  two  epochs  he  discusses”  (Lewis,  106).  For  indeed,  to 
draw  on  the  same  reviewer’s  own  wisdom,  “there  are  always  any  number  of  discourse 
networks  existing  side  by  side  within  any  given  time  and  place”(106).  And  if  we  avoid 
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the  trap  of  simplifying  this  complexity  into  a binary  structure,  then  we  may  observe  this 
multiplicity  of  networks  in  Kittler’s  model  as  well. 

Nonsense 

All  of  this  complexification  can  lead  to  only  one  conclusion  regarding  Kittler’s 
theory  of  discourse  networks:  we  are  dealing  with  concepts,  here,  that  are  beyond  the 
realm  of  commonsense,  concepts  which  breach  the  frontier  of  “good  sense.”  In  fact, 
Kittler’s  “coupling  of  completely  incompatible  concepts”  (i.e.,  his  investment  in  both 
historiography  and  post-historical  theory)  places  him  among  the  ranks  of  nonsense 
theorists  from  the  founders  of  Dada  to  Paul  Feyerabend,  author  of  Against  Method.  More 
recently,  we  can  find  advocates  of  nonsense  in  Media  Studies,  a field  in  which  the 
importation  of  “chaos  theory”  and  the  language  of  the  unconscious,  among  other 
nonsense-driven  principles,  illustrate  how  nonsense  can  be  an  indispensable  tool  for 
acquiring  knowledge.  In  Teletheoiy,  for  example,  Greg  Ulmer  considers  nonsense — 
“relationships  between  domains,  generated  by  the  violation  of  boundaries” — as  a means 
of  knowledge-acquisition  in  an  electronic  culture  (54).  Nonsense,  Ulmer  explains,  is  “an 
essential  part  of  learning,  keeping  in  mind  that  ‘nonsense’  is  always  relative  to  common 
sense,  both  categories  being  defined  by  social  context”  (54).  Nonsense,  then,  is  part  of  a 
figure/ground  relationship  by  means  of  which  an  individual  positions  him/herself  in  the 
world.  For  this  reason,  an  active  use  of  nonsense  might  prove  to  be  highly  educational, 
not  just  for  children — eternal  ambassadors  of  nonsense — but  for  critically-minded  adults 
as  well.  “The  virtue  of  nonsense,”  Ulmer  continues,  “especially  of  the  ‘mistake-on- 
purpose’  of  joking  and  other  forms  of  discursive  play  . . . can  be  used  for  critical  effect. 
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exposing  the  location  and  manner  of  formation  of  our  cultural  frames  and  the  shared 
assumptions  of  traditions”  (54). 

Nonsense,  then,  should  be  considered  as  a critical  and  pedagogical  tool  which 
fosters  self-reflection,  and  which  can  facilitate  a revisioning  of  our  own  cultural  and 
(perhaps  more  pertinently  here)  critical  practices.  As  a rule,  however,  academics  are 
reluctant  to  wander  out  of  the  circle  of  commonsense  because  what  the  academic 
apparatus  considers  as  nonsense  is  precisely  that  which  it  deems  as  an  unacceptable  form 
of  knowledge;  nonsense  is  the  other  of  sensible,  productive  research,  the  other  of ‘good’ 
or  ‘common’  sense.  From  the  Academy’s  point  of  view,  nonsense  must  be  averted, 
discarded  at  all  costs  for  reasons  of  self-preser\'ation.  In  order  to  incorporate  nonsense 
into  our  current  research  programs,  we  must  invent  altogether  new  modes  of  scholarly 
research  and  representation.  And  this  incorporation,  this  nonsensical  contraband,  would 
require,  or  at  least  imply  a modification  in  the  structure  and  mandate  of  the  academic 
apparatus.  The  very  idea  of  applying  alternate  modes  of  discourse  toward  the  literal 
restructuring  of  the  academic  apparatus  is,  of  course,  not  new.  We  might  better  recognize 
it  under  the  name  of  “deconstruction,”  that  which  Jacques  Derrida  has  often  referred  to  as 
a social  and  political  necessity  which  knows  no  boundaries.^ 

Of  course,  the  danger  of  employing  nonsense  for  the  achievement  of  “critical 
effect,”  as  Discourse  Networks  2000  clearly  attempts  to  do,  is  that  one  risks  being 


The  deconstructive  thrust  of  this  essay  becomes  clear  in  chapter  3 which  demonstrates  that  the  pedagogical 
practices  that  instituted  the  Academy  are  in  dire  need  of  eradication.  The  following  Derridean  tenet  helps 
define  the  deconstructive  mandate  of  this  entire  study:  “Following  the  consistency  of  its  logic,  it 
(deconstruction)  attacks  not  only  the  internal  edifice,  both  semantic  and  formal,  ofphilosophemes,  but  also 
what  one  would  be  wrong  to  assign  to  it  as  its  external  housing,  its  extrinsic  conditions  of  practice:  the 
historical  forms  of  its  pedagogy,  the  social,  economic,  or  political  structures  of  this  pedagogical  institution. 

It  is  because  deconstruction  interferes  with  solid  structures,  ‘material’  institutions,  and  not  only  with 
discourses  or  signifying  representations,  that  it  is  always  distinct  from  an  analysis  or  a “critique"  (1987:  19) 
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misunderstood,  or  even  deemed  mad  by  the  purveyors  of  “good  sense.”  Ulmer’s 

Teletheoiy,  for  example,  which  we  might  call  a “radical  application”  of  poststructuralist 

theory was  received  with  very  little  enthusiasm  and  abundant  skepticism.  Even  Richard 

Lanham,  advocate  of  a future  mode  of  discourse  which  “will  make  no  invidious 

distinctions  between  high  and  low  culture,  commercial  and  pure  usage,  talented  or  chance 

creation,  visual  or  auditory  stimulus,  iconic  or  alphabetic  information,”  (14)  dismisses 

Ulmer’s  work  for  its  vague  usage  of  the  term  “video,”  and  for  its  reliance  upon  a mode  of 

discourse  which  Lanham  describes  as  “complicated  Derridean  machinery”  (216). 

Although  Teletheoiy,  published  in  1989,  is  inevitably  uninformed  by  the  dizzying 

evolution  in  information  technology  that  took  place  in  the  early  90s,  I would  argue  that 

Ulmer’s  Derridean  nonsense  will  soon  be  recognized  a mode  of  discourse  suitable  for  an 

electronic,  image-oriented  (“video”)  culture. 

Ulmer  himself  was  aware  that  “by  incorporation  into  a language  of  the  future  . . . 

one  must  learn  to  argue  with  unexplained  terms  and  to  use  sentences  for  which  no  clear 

rules  of  usage  are  as  yet  available"  (Feyerabend,  256-257  in  Ulmer,  1989:  28).  Whereas 

Lanham’s  discussion  of  The  Electronic  Word,  published  in  1993,  is  already  dated  in  many 

ways,  Ulmer’s  Teletheoiy  is  just  beginning  to  make  sense.  By  incorporating  nonsense  into 

our  modes  of  knowledge-acquisition,  we  must  be  willing  to  withstand  a delay  effect,  a 

certain  deferral  of  knowledge  which  occurs  on  various  levels. 

Just  as  a child  who  starts  using  words  without  yet  understanding  them,  who  adds 
more  and  more  uncomprehended  linguistic  fragments  to  his  playful  activity, 
discovers  the  sense-giving  principle  only  after  he  has  been  active  in  this  way  for  a 
long  time. . . in  the  very  same  way  the  inventor  of  a new  world  view  must  be  able 


The  title  of  Ulmer’s  first  book.  Applied  Grammaiohgy,  aptly  demonstrates  his  pursuit  of  a “radical 
application”  of  poststructural  theory. 
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to  talk  nonsense  until  the  amount  of  nonsense  created  by  him  and  his  friends  is 
big  enough  to  give  sense  to  all  its  parts.  (Feyerabend,  256-257) 

Those  who  seek  to  invent  “a  new  world  view,”  then,  must  patiently  collaborate  in  their 

nonsensical  ways,  until  their  nonsense  crosses  the  passageway  into  commonsense.  The 

millennial  cusp,  an  arbitrary  temporal  marker  which  nevertheless  draws  nonsensical 

associations  of  renewal,  futurity,  or  even  Armageddon,  may  be  the  perfect  opportunity  for 

such  a nonsensical  border  crossing.  Hence,  to  invent  a discourse  2000  one  must  be 

willing  to  engage  in  an  act  of  contraband. 

This  study  argues  that  within  the  current  framework  of  technological  and  critical 

machinery,  a mode  of  discourse  which  incorporates  Ulmer’s  nonsensical,  “Derridean 

machinery”  might  be  perfectly  sensible.  And  if  we  add  to  this  the  pervasiveness  of 

pictorial  discourses  at  the  fin  de  millennium,  then  hypericonomy,  introduced  in  Chapter  2 

as  “an  approach  to  scholarly  praxis  centered  on  the  management,  distribution  and 

arrangement  of  hypericons  over  space  and  time,”  might  very  well  be  an  appropriate 

discourse  for  the  next  millennium,  a discourse  2000.  To  propose  a discourse  2000  before 

the  millennium  has  even  begun  is  indeed  a bold,  perhaps  even  foolish,  act  of  prophesy — a 

deed  worthy  of  a gypsy  or  a shaman.  Not  even  Kittler’s  Discourse  Networks  1800/1900,  a 

text  deemed  “insane”  by  its  critics,  dared  to  draw  such  a portentous  cloak  over  itself 

(although,  as  we  shall  see,  Kittler  was  writing  a discourse  2000  all  along).  But  maybe  a 

Shaman,^  an  intermediary  between  worlds,  a healer  and  educator,  manipulator  of 


^ For  an  excellent  look  at  Shamanism  from  a Derridean  perspective,  see  Ulmer’s  Applied  Grammatolog\- 
(pp.  234-41)  which  draws  heavily  on  the  shamanistic  beliefs  of  artist,  Joseph  Beuys.  The  following 
statement  of  Beuys,  regarding  his  shamanistic  tendencies,  demonstrates  why  the  shaman  as  an  apt  model  for 
conducting  discourse  in  the  next  millennium:  “So  when  I appear  as  a kind  of  shamanistic  figure,  or  allude  to 
it,  1 do  it  to  stress  my  belief  in  other  priorities  and  the  need  to  come  up  with  a completely  different  plan  for 


symbols,  and  animator  of  everyday  objects,  is  the  figure  who  we  should  strive  to  emulate 
as  we  consider  how  to  manage  discourse  at  the  fin  de  millennium. 

The  Chapters 

Chapter  1:  The  Discourse  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars. 

If  indeed  Kittler’s  notion  of  discourse  netw’orks  is  nonsensical,  then  we  should 
examine  the  context,  “cultural  frame,”  or  “shared  assumptions  of  traditions”  which  lead 
to  such  a conclusion.  What  might  this  accusation  (i.e.,  that  Kittler  is  an  insane  producer  of 
critical  noise)  tell  us  about  the  cultural  or  political  frame  whose  boundaries  it  has 
violated?  The  first  chapter  of  this  study  takes  on  that  question  in  two  main  ways:  first,  by 
extrapolating  from  Kittler’s  notion  of  the  “discourse  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars” — a 
mode  of  discourse  rooted  in  the  materiality  of  print  methods — in  order  to  demonstrate  the 
per\'asiveness  and  persistence  of  this  Republic;  and  second,  by  directly  challenging  the 
discursive  standards  of  this  Republic  through  a series  of  “unconventional”  stylistic 
methods  borrowed  from  Kittler’s  theory  of  discourse  networks  (i.e.  through  a heavy 
reliance  on  scenes  or  images;  through  associative  leaps  in  logic;  through  fragmented  or 
sound-bite  paragraph  structures;  through  the  extensive  use  of  pun,  macaronic,  allegory, 
etc.  Hence,  while  the  narrative  thrust  of  Chapter  1 aims  at  providing  a description  of  the 
discourse  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars,  and  demonstrates  how  several  artists  and  scholars 
have  challenged  this  tradition  through  poetics,  picture  theory,  and  electronic  technology, 
the  visual  and  discursive  style  of  the  chapter  offers  yet  another  way  of  questioning  this 


working  with  substances.  For  instance,  in  places  like  universities,  where  everyone  speaks  so  rationally,  it  is 
necessary  for  a kind  of  enchanter  to  appear”  (Tisdall,  23,  in  Ulmer,  1984:237-238). 
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tradition:  by  challenging  the  conventional  essay  format  and  its  associated  research 
methods. 

In  Chapter  1,  then,  an  unconventional  application  of  the  law  of  “form  and  content” 

is  the  first  step  taken  toward  the  invention  of  a discourse  2000.  As  in  any  invention,  this 

chapter  summons  the  aid  of  a diverse  range  of  ingredients,  that  is,  critical  and  theoretical 

ingredients.^  The  next  step  is  to  refine  this  hodgepodge  into  a precise  method.  In  this 

case,  the  method  is  composed  mostly  of  the  picture  theory  of  W.J.T.  Mitchell  and  the 

theory  of  “discourse  networks”  employed  by  Foucault  and  Kittler.  This  method  is 

introduced  in  Chapter  2 as  hyper iconomv. 

Chapter  2:  The  Hypericonic  De-vise. 

In  Chapter  2,  hypericonomy  is  defined  as 

a methodical  device  which  combines  the  networking  strategy  of  Friedrich  Kittler 
with  the  picture  theory  of  W.J.T.  Mitchell.  The  result  is  an  approach  to  scholarly 
praxis  centered  on  the  management,  distribution  and  arrangement  of  hypericons 
over  space  and  time. 

Of  course,  this  means  nothing  without  an  understanding  of  the  hypericon,  its  history  and 
predecessors,  and  its  value  to  a critical  theory  and  practice.  For  this  reason,  the  chapter 
outlines  a sampling  of  theoretical  concepts  which  intersect  with  the  hypericon  in  a 
network  where  psychoanalysis,  linguistics,  and  cultural  anthropology  all  circulate. 
Although  it  would  be  impossible  to  track  down  all  of  the  theories  that  might  have  a hand 


^ The  notion  of  combining  ingredients  from  a theoretical  hodgepodge  is,  as  we  have  seen  (vis.  Note  2.),  at 
the  core  of  Kittler’s  methodology.  This  approach  to  knowledge  has  distinct  affiliations  with  the  bricoleur, 
that  tinkering  figure  first  identified  by  Claude-Levi  Strauss,  and  further  elaborated  upon  by  Deleuze  and 
Guattari.  Bricolage  might  be  the  only  way  to  describe  the  activity  of  a critic  in  a discourse  2000:  “When 
Claude  Levi  Strauss  defines  bricolage,  he  does  so  in  terms  of  a set  of  closely  related  characteristics:  the 
possession  of  a stock  of  materials  or  of  rules  of  thumb  that  are  fairly  extensive,  though  more  or  less  a 
hodgepodge  - multiple  and  at  the  same  time  limited;  the  ability  to  rearrange  fragments  continually  in  new 
and  different  patterns  or  configurations”  (Deleuze  and  Guattari,  1983:  7). 
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in  hypericonomy,  the  work  of  Jung,  Saussure,  Levi-Straus  and  Barthes  have  to  be 
acknowledged  for  obvious  reasons.  In  their  work,  one  can  recognize  the  roots  of  the  three 
constituent  elements  of  hypericonomy:  subjectivation,  diachrony  and  repetition.  These 
elements,  explained  in  far  greater  detail  throughout  the  chapter,  define  the  hypericonomic 
methodology  as  it  is  outlined  in  this  study.  And  once  again,  the  explanation  of  the  method 
is  shadowed,  perhaps  even  generated  by  a complementary  mode  of  discourse.  Unlike 
Chapter  1,  which  is  only  suggestively  hypericonomic.  Chapter  2,  the  lengthiest  chapter  of 
the  study,  offers  a more  refined  example  of  how  to  practice  hypericonomy. 

It  should  come  as  no  surprise  that  the  three  constituent  elements  of 
hypericonomy — subjectivation,  diachrony  and  repetition — are  the  anti-elements,  if  you 
will,  of  the  method  which  founded  the  Republic  of  Scholars.  The  founder  of  this  method, 
Peter  Ramus,  who  is  indeed  one  of  the  first  philosophers  ever  to  use  the  term  “method” 
self-consciously,  is  the  subject  of  the  first  section  of  Chapter  2.  Ramus’s  dialectical 
method,  his  idea  that  all  knowledge  could  be  encapsulated  in  the  tree-like  struetures  of  his 
bracketed  dichotomies,  is  presented  here  as  the  method  which  would  not  only  lead  to  the 
foundation  of  the  university  apparatus  as  we  know  it,  but  which  would  also  suggest  a 
highly  suitable  means  of  organizing  information  in  the  newly  proliferating  technology  of 
print.  We  see  in  the  example  of  Peter  Ramus  then,  how  the  technology  of  print  and  the 
binary  logic  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars  were  bom  from  the  same  seed,  and  grew  into  two 
branches  of  the  same  tree. 

Naturally,  since  Ramus  is  the  anti-model  for  a mode  of  discourse  suitable  to  the 
age  of  post-print,  his  dialectical  method  requires  an  antidote,  a positive  example  of  how  a 
post-print  discourse  might  be  invented.  This  prescription  is  filled  by  William  Blake, 


14 


whose  radical  dialectics  demonstrates  how  the  binary  logic  prescribed  by  Ramus  and  the 
print  tradition  can  be  challenged  by  the  invention  of  modes  of  discourse  which  diverge 
from  this  tradition  both  philosophically  and  materially.  At  the  core  of  Blake’s  radical 
dialectics  is  his  notion  of  the  “contraries,”  a concept  which  views  dialectical  opposites  as 
engaged  in  a life-sustaining,  eternal  conflict.  If  resolved,  this  conflict  can  only  result  in 
mental  tyranny,  or  what  Blake  often  referred  to  as  “Single  vision  & Newtons  sleep” 
(Erdman,  722).  Most  importantly,  this  chapter  demonstrates  how  Blake’s  theory  of  the 
contraries  is  expressed  through  the  materiality  of  his  work,  through  the  “imagetext.” 
which  is  described  in  this  chapter  as  an  “enigmatic  space  in  which  word  and  picture  meet, 
but  never  reconcile.” 

We  see  in  William  Blake,  then,  a model  for  how  to  invent  a mode  of  discourse 
which  diverges  from  the  tradition  of  logic  and  representation  that  were  planted  midway 
through  the  millennium.  Chapter  2 describes  this  model  in  detail,  and  begins  charting  the 
variegated  path  toward  a discourse  2000  by  offering  a more  precise  set  of  guidelines  on 
how  to  practice  hypericonomy.  This  chapter  not  only  lists  the  guidelines  and  demonstrates 
their  usefulness  through  its  discursive  style,  but  it  also  offers  a real-life  scenario  of  how 
Blake’s  “dialectic  of  dialectics”  can  be  used  as  a pedagogical  tool.  Pedagogy  is,  of  eourse, 
at  the  center  of  any  viable  methodology,  and  if  the  goal  of  a discourse  2000  is  to  break  out 
of  the  circle  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars,  then  it  must  include  a precise  and  well-informed 
pedagogical  agenda.  William  Blake  informs  this  pedagogy  by  demonstrating  how  a 
child’s  perspective,  unshackled  by  the  bounds  of  dialectical  logic,  can  help  widen  our 
own  perspective,  freeing  us  from  the  shackles  of  dialectical  reasoning,  and  rousing  us 
from  the  plague  of  “Single  vision  & Newtons  sleep.”  This  is  not  to  say  that  Chapter  2 


15 


concludes  with  a manifesto  on  the  advantages  of  babbling  and  crawling,  but  it 
demonstrates  that  the  logic  which  initiates  us  into  adulthood,  and  the  technology  of 
representation  which  facilitates  that  initiation  (i.e.,  print  technology),  can  severely  limit 
our  cognitive  capacity  by  establishing  standards  of  knowledge  acquisition  built  on  a rigid, 
compartmentalized  organization  of  information.  This  sets  the  stage  for  chapter  3,  in 
which  electronic  technologies  of  representation,  more  specifically  hypertext,  are 
considered  as  an  alternate  forum  for  discourse,  a forum  which  fosters  self-awareness, 
diversity,  and  co-operation. 

Chapter  3:  From  Loop  to  Loupe. 

Whereas  Chapter  2 goes  to  great  lengths  in  describing  the  hypericonomic  method 
and  demonstrating  how  it  might  be  practiced  on  the  printed  page.  Chapter  3 argues  that 
this  method  is  more  suitable  to  the  representational  space  in  which  it  was  originally 
generated,  the  space  of  the  computer  screen  and  the  hypertextual  network  behind  it. 
Before  hypertext  is  presented,  in  this  chapter,  as  a suitable  space  for  a discourse  2000,  the 
more  general  question  of  electronic  media  and  their  effect  on  human  cognition  is 
approached.  This  chapter  begins  with  the  tenuous  argument  that  the  highly  pictorial 
products  of  electronic  media,  including  magazine  ads,  television  programs,  and  video 
games,  might  actually  lead  to  improved  scores  on  I.Q.  tests.  Indeed,  statistics  have  proven 
that  certain  modes  of  intelligence — modes  which  involve  the  visual  manipulation  of 
objects — have  been  improving  exponentially  over  the  years,  and  it  seems  reasonable  to 
argue  that  the  increased  sophistication  of  visual  media  have  led  to  this  improvement.  But 
this  argument  is  not  where  the  main  concern  of  the  chapter  lies.  Instead,  this  increase  in 
I.Q.  scores  known  as  the  “Flynn  Effect,”  is  discussed  here  in  order  to  foreground  the 
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notion  that  the  human  brain  is  capable  of  various  types  of  cognition.  And  rather  than 
concentrate  on  a single  type,  i.e.,  the  ability  to  store  and  recall  information  on  demand,  we 
might  consider  investigation  the  potential  of  other  types  of  cognition,  i.e.,  those  fostered 
and  enhanced  by  technologies  of  visualization. 

In  keeping  with  the  concept  of  a “radical  dialectics,”  this  shift  in  modes  of 
cognition  is  described  in  Chapter  3 as  a figure/ground  shift  which  also  implies  an 
unsettling  of  the  binaries  of  image/text,  self/other,  author/reader.  The  punning  title  of  the 
chapter,  “From  Loop  to  Loupe,”  further  indicates  that  in  order  to  break  out  of  the 
discursive  loop  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars,  a shift  in,  or  unsettling  of,  focus  must  occur, 
such  as  that  which  occurs  when  one  peers  through  a magnifying  glass  {une  loupe),  or 
when  one  encounters  a pun  such  as  loop/loupe.  This  shift  is  considered  from  three 
different  angles  in  this  chapter,  each  one  providing  an  example  of  how  to  achieve  a 
consciousness  of  figure/ground  relations,  and  subsequently  deconstruct  them. 

The  first  angle  from  which  the  figure 'ground  shift  is  considered  comes  from  the 
perspective  of  the  early  twentieth-century  avant-garde,  more  specifically,  the  Dadaists  and 
Surrealists.  Drawing  on  the  notion  of  the  “optical  unconscious”  as  put  forth  by  Rosalind 
Kjaus,  this  section  of  the  chapter  demonstrates  how  artists  such  as  Ernst  and  Duchamp 
created  works  in  which  figure  and  ground  shift  and  shimmer,  works  in  which  we  might 
find  a “foreground  . . . that  is  also  a background,  a top  that  is  clearly  a bottom”  (Kraus, 
36).  The  chapter  goes  on  to  argue  that  the  thinking  of  these  artistic  innovators  should  no 
longer  be  considered  divergent  or  mad — in  fact,  the  art  of  the  Surrealists,  or  at  least  the 
style  of  their  art,  has  penetrated  so  deeply  into  our  culture  that  we  are  confronted  daily 
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with  Emst-like  comic  strips  and  advertisements  and  Daliesque  mouse  pads,  cookbooks, 
and  even  jokes: 

Q;  What  do  you  get  when  you  cross  an  orange? 

A:  Peanut  butter,  elephants  can't  swim!!! 

Q:  Is  it  faster  to  Chicago  or  by  bus? 

A:  Yes,  but  where  do  I send  the  fish? 

Q:  What's  the  difference  between  a typewriter? 

A:  Half  a zipper. 

Q:  What's  the  difference  between  a dead  bird? 

A:  His  other  leg  is  just  as  long! 

(copied  from  an  e-mail  joke  list  archived  at  www.frogtown.com) 

Funny  or  not,  these  jokes  demonstrate  the  extent  to  which  a surrealist  mode  of  cognition 
has  penetrated  our  cultural  scene.  Most  importantly,  the  advertisements,  comic  strips  and 
even  children’s  cartoons  inspired  by  surrealist  imagery,  require  a heightened  level  of 
optical  sophistication,  a faculty  which  the  average  consumer  of  pop  culture  possesses  at 
the  end  of  the  twentieth  century,  but  which,  at  the  century’s  onset,  had  to  be  cultivated  in 
even  the  most  well-rounded  art  aficionados.  The  Surrealist  goal  of  transforming  everyday 
experience  by  an  outering  of  the  unconscious  seems  to  have  taken  place  on  a wide  scale, 
though  not,  it  would  seem,  by  the  intellectual  and  political  discursive  circuits  which  the 
Surrealists  would  have  preferred. 

Surrealism  is  not  the  only  source  of  this  outering  of  the  unconscious,  this  shift  in 
cognition  and  visual  perception.  In  her  seminal  study  of  nonsense,  Susan  Stewart  suggests 
that  a variety  of  discursive  phenomena  might  deconstruct  the  figure/ground  relationship 
that  is  kept  stable  by  our  conception  of  “common”  or  “good”  sense.  “The  camivalizing 
aspects  of  ritual,  the  novel  that  takes  on  all  of  language  and  the  history  of  literature  as  its 
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subject,  many  forms  of  children’s  speech  play”(21),  all  challenge  our  understanding  of 
commonsense,  and  ask  us  to  consider  reality  from  a divergent  perspective.  It  is  no 
surprise,  then,  that  the  Surrealists  admired  children,  for  their  capacity  to  think  and  speak 
in  an  unhinged  manner  seem  to  establish  them  as  models  of  a consciousness  unrestrained 
by  rational  conventionality.  William  Blake  admired  children  as  well  for  their  ability  to  see 
the  world  without  the  shackles  of  rationality.  In  fact,  Blake  insisted  that  children  “can 
Elucidate  my  Visions”  better  than  anyone  (Erdman:703).  Nonsense  literature,  then,  and 
specifically  children’s  literature,  seems  to  be  a bountiful  area  of  investigation  for  a 
discourse  2000,  a mode  of  discourse  which  involves  a radical  shift  in  modes  of  cognition. 
This  possibility,  considered  briefly  in  Chapter  3,  is  investigated  in  greater  detail  in  the 
final  chapter  of  the  study. 

The  figure/ground  shift  discussed  in  the  preceding  sections  of  Chapter  3 finds  a 
contemporary  home  in  the  last  two  sections,  where  electronic  writing  is  investigated  from 
a theoretical  and  practical  perspective  as  a space  in  which  this  paradigm  shift  might  be 
embodied.  This  section  draws  heavily  on  The  Electronic  Word,  by  Richard  Lanham. 
Despite  Lanham ’s  program  to  use  new  technologies  in  order  to  restore  outmoded  forms  of 
rhetorical  decorum,  he  still  manages,  with  moments  of  brilliant  clarity,  to  describe  how 
new  technologies  of  representation  will  change  our  print-oriented  mode  of  perception 
forever.  In  the  move  from  the  page  to  the  computer  screen,  Lanham  observes,  “the  textual 
surface  has  become  permanently  bi-stable,  we  are  always  looking  first  AT  it  and  then 
THROUGH  it,  and  this  oscillation  creates  a different  implied  ideal  of  decorum,  both 
stylistic  and  behavioral”  (15).  Although  Lanham  goes  on  to  suggest  that  this  different 
implied  ideal  is  a classical  rhetorical  ideal,  his  observ'ations  can  be  equally  applied  in 


19 

support  of  new  mode  of  discourse  which  draws  heavily  on  pictorial  representation, 
collaboration,  and  non-linear  narrativity,  a mode  of  discourse  which  we  have  been 
describing  all  along  as  a discourse  2000. 

At  this  point  in  the  study,  the  working  metaphor  of  a figure/ground  shift  is 
temporarily  abandoned  in  consideration  of  a shifting  mechanism  designed  to  rescue  us 
from  this  dialectical  binary.  As  a challenge  to  the  dialectical,  binary  structure  of 
argumentation  which  created  the  categories  of  figure  and  ground,  the  suggestion  is  made 
that  hypertext  can  provide  “a  forum  for  managing  a much  more  complex,  multivocal 
mode  of  discourse  in  which  figure  and  ground,  text  and  image,  self  and  other  shift 
continuously.”  Whereas  Richard  Lanham  viewed  hypertext  as  a way  of  mediating 
between  rhetoric  and  philosophy,  this  chapter  shifts  focus  to  describe  hypertext  as  “a 
multivalent  switch,  or  rheostat,  if  you  will,  for  toggling  between  cultural, 
epistemological,  autobiographical,  political,  and  historical  categories.”  And  this  is 
precisely  how  the  medium  is  used  in  a project  described  in  the  final  section  of  the  chapter. 

1\0  (http://web.nwe.ufl.edu/~ogorman/blake/10intro.html)  is  the  hypertextual, 
hypericonomic  project  with  which  the  final  section  of  Chapter  3 is  concerned.  All  of  the 
theory  and  analogy  used  to  describe  a discourse  2000  takes  shape  in  this  section  through  a 
detailed  description  of  the  project.  Drawing  heavily  on  Greg  Ulmer’s  “popcycle” 
mechanism,  1\0  suggests  one  way  in  which  “cultural,  epistemological,  autobiographical, 
political,  and  historical  categories”  can  all  be  included  in  a highly  pictorial,  non-linear 
research  program.  This  project  should  not  be  considered  as  a prototype  of  hypericonomy, 
however,  since  it  was  created  even  before  the  hypericonomic  method  was  established.  As 
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the  chapter  suggests,  “710  is  merely  one  experiment,  one  controlled,  case  study  of  how  a 
discourse  2000  might  be  embodied.” 

Chapter  4:  The  Remainder. 

The  final  chapter  of  the  study  is  less  of  a conclusion  than  a space  for  discussing 
what  has  been  left  out,  that  is,  the  remainder.  In  fact  “the  remainder”  as  defined  by  Jean- 
Jacques  Lecercle  in  The  Violence  of  Language,  is  the  conceptual  cornerstone  of  this 
chapter.  According  to  Lecercle,  the  remainder  represents  the  “other  of  language”  (99), 
that  which  is  left  out.  ignored,  or  put  aside  by  conventional  language  because  it  does  not 
conform  to  the  established  rules  of  discourse.  Within  this  category,  then,  we  find  all  of 
the  linguistic  tools  employed  in  the  invention  of  a discourse  2000,  including  anagram, 
pun,  macaronic,  etc.  This  is  the  category  which  conventional  language,  most  especially, 
scholarly  language,  keeps  locked  up  in  the  dungeon  of  discourse.  It  is  the  goal  of 
hypericonomy  to  deliver  these  linguistic  monsters  from  their  place  of  confinement,  and 
mobilize  them  in  a mode  of  discourse  suitable  to  an  electronic,  picture-oriented  culture. 
For  the  sake  of  this  goal.  Chapter  4 extends  the  category  of  “the  remainder”  to  include 
three  types  of  “scholarly  remainder”:  the  first  refers  to  the  rhizomatic  principle  of 
structure  elaborated  upon  by  Deleuze  and  Guattari,  and  disdained  by  purveyors  of  the 
conventional  essay  format;  the  second  concerns  the  resistance  of  scholars  to  electronic 
technology;  and  the  third  foregrounds,  once  again,  the  picture  as  representational 
remainder  of  scholarly  discourse. 

As  a framework  for  the  discussion  of  these  remainders.  Chapter  4 draws  on  a 
letter  of  rejection  from  a journal  to  which  a hypericonomic  essay  was  submitted.  As  it  is 
made  amply  clear  in  the  chapter,  this  strategy  is  not  motivated  by  a vengeful,  “sour 
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grapes”  agenda;  its  purpose  is  other  and  twofold:  1)  to  demonstrate  the  political 
opposition  that  a hypericonomist  can  expect  to  face  when  confronting  the  Republic  of 
Scholars,  and  2)  to  demonstrate  that  the  remainder  can  rear  its  monstrous  head  in  even  the 
most  scholarly,  critical  text,  providing  an  opportunity  for  the  reader  to  generate  a 
divergent  mode  of  discourse.  This  divergent  mode  of  discourse  depends,  then,  on 
nonsense,  especially  as  it  is  defined  by  Gilles  Deleuze.  The  final  chapter  draws  heavily  on 
Deleuze’s  definition  of  sense,  and  his  punning  on  the  French  word  sens  which  can  also 
mean  “direction.”  According  to  Deleuze,  nonsense  does  not  imply  an  absence  of  sense 
(direction),  but  an  overabundance  of  sense  which  he  refers  to  as  “indirection.” 
Hypericonomy  approaches  information  in  this  nonsensical  way,  refusing  to  apply  a 
common  or  “good”  sense — i.e.,  a single  direction — to  any  unit  of  data.  For  this  reason,  in 
the  Wonderland  of  hypericonomy,  the  common  workshop  tool  that  we  call  a “vise”  can 
also  signify  a Ramist  dichotomizing  bracket,  a printing  press,  or  even  a nurse’s  hands, 
poised  awkwardly  at  the  sides  of  a child’s  impressionable  head. 

With  this  Deleuzian  definition  of  sense  in  mind,  it  is  the  author’s  greatest  hope 
that  the  reader  will  view  Discourse  Netwoks  2000  not  as  an  unreadably  indirectional  text, 
but  as  a polydirectional  network  of  discourses,  a multisensory  experiment  in  written  and 
pictorial  expression  which,  rather  than  taking  the  reader  by  the  hand,  opens  a myriad 
paths  toward  the  development  of  a discourse  2000. 


CHAPTER  1 
A DISCOURSE  2000 


The  end  of  linear  writing  is  indeed  the  end  of  the  book,  even  if  even  today,  it  is 
within  the  form  of  a book  that  new  writings — literary  or  theoretical — allow 
themselves  to  be,  for  better  or  for  worse,  encased.  It  is  less  a question  of 
confiding  new  writings  to  the  envelope  of  a book  than  of finally  reading  what 
wrote  itself  betw’een  the  lines  in  the  volumes.  That  is  why,  beginning  to  write 
without  the  line,  one  begins  also  to  reread  past  writing  according  to  a different 
organization  of  space.  If  today  the  prvblem  of  reading  occupies  the  for-efront  of 
science,  it  is  because  of  this  suspense  between  two  ages  of  writing.  Because  we 
are  beginning  to  write,  to  write  differ-ently,  we  must  reread  differ-ently. 

- Jacques  Derrida.  Of  Gr-ammatolog\' 


The  Invisible  Appliance 

The  eye  is  battered  and  worn,  simultaneously 
crying  and  sweating,  hemmed  in  hopelessly  by  a 
threatening  swarm  of  circuits,  chips,  and  switches.  It  is 
not  a razor-blade— a simple  surgical  tool  manipulated 
by  an  identifiable  agent— that  threatens  this  eye,  but  a 
menacing  three-  pronged  plug  that  looms  serpent-like, 
waiting  to  be  “jacked  in.”  This  is  not  the  surrealist  eye 
of  a modernist  culture  then,  but  the  cyborgian  eye  of  a 
culture  more  visually-oriented  than  Luis  Bunuel  might 
have  ever  conceived;  a culture  which  has  internalized 
the  hypervisual,  experimental  images  of  the  Surrealists  to  such  an  extreme  degree  that 
their  trace  is  visible  everywhere,  from  billboard  and  television  advertisements  to 


1-1 . Stephen  Gibb,  Eye  Socket  or 
Bronche  I'oeil  (1989).  Courtesy  of 
the  artist. 
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children’s  books.  Stephen  Gibb’s  Eye  Socket,  or  Bronche  I ’oeil,  a painting  created  for 
digital  reproduction,  demonstrates  that  the  surrealist  edge  has  cut  deeply  enough  into  our 
culture  to  be  simulated  with  cartoonish  simplicity  and  distributed  instantly  to  an  audience 
of  millions  via  the  World-Wide  Web. 

In  spite  of  the  apparent  glibness  of  Gibb’s  picture,  we  must  not  underestimate  its 
potential  to  act  as  a cultural  signpost.  Even  though  Eye  Socket  is  not  Las  Meninas,  it  still 
provokes  many  questions  for  the  willing  observer,  for  it  is  an  image  as  ambivalent  as  the 
phrase,  “plug  the  plug  in  the  plug.’’  We  can  only  guess  what  lies  at  the  other  end  of  the 
tri-pronged  cord.  What  invisible  appliance  threatens  at  any  moment  to  be  jacked  in,  wired 
for  action?  We  might  also  ask  whether  the  prongs  will  insert  themselves  into  the  outlet  at 
all,  or  if  they  seek  instead  to  gouge  the  captive  eyeball,  if  they  seek  to  sacrifice  human  for 
machine  in  a ritual  libation.  Only  a grotesque  picture  such  as  Eye  Socket  could  taunt  us 
into  such  a nonsensical  line  of  interrogation.  And  we  are  indeed  dealing  with  nonsense 
here,  the  irrational  product  of  fantasy,  the  stuff  of  children’s  books  and  surrealist  film.  In 
what  type  of  world  could  such  an  object  exist?  Better  yet,  we  might  ask,  “What  are  the 
conditions-social,  psychological,  material-that  would  make  such  an  image  possible?’’  To 
pose  this  question  is  to  launch  a completely  different  type  of  interrogation,  one  that  seeks 
to  locate  the  work  within  a field  of  possibility.  The  idea,  then,  is  not  to  determine  a single 
origin  for  the  painting  (i.e.,  in  the  psychic  life  of  the  artist  or  in  the  technological 
developments  within  his  society),  but  to  locate  the  painting  within  a web  of  influences  or 
information  circuits,  if  you  will,  which  include  the  circuits  that  course  through  the  life  of 


the  painting’s  viewer. 
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If  we  ask  of  Gibb’s  picture,  “What  is  behind  the  socket?  Where  do  the  wires  that 
power  this  outlet  lead  to?  What  is  the  source  of  this  energy?”,  we  may  very  well  be 
posing  two  simultaneous  sets  of  questions,  one  literal,  the  other  theoretical  and 
analogical.  This  is  a type  of  interrogation  which  sees  pictures  not  as  just  pictures,  but  as 
machines  for  generating  theories,  or  even  as  theories  themselves.  What  if  there  existed  a 
language  or  mode  of  discourse  in  which  this  exact  line  of  questioning  (nof  really  a line, 
more  a double-band)  was  common  enough,  (that  is,  considered  not  as  nonsense,  but  as 
commonsense),  to  be  provoked  by  any  image?  Eye  Socket,  in  such  a discourse,  would  not 
only  be  a picture,  but  a ""hypericon":  “a  piece  of  moveable  cultural  apparatus,  one  which 
may  serve  a marginal  role  as  illustrative  device  or  a central  role  as  a kind  of  summary 
image  . . . that  encapsulates  an  entire  episteme,  a theory  of  knowledge”  (Mitchell,  1994: 
49).  To  reveal  the  episteme(s)  encapsulated  by  Eye  Socket,  would  be  a difficult  task  at 
this  point,  for  we  have  yet  to  identify  the  invisible  appliance  in  this  theoretical  picture.  Of 
what,  exactly,  is  Eye  Socket  a hypericon?  This  is  the  nonsensical  question  that  this 
chapter  attempts  to  address. 

By  identifying  an  image  as  a “hypericon”,  we  have  already  pledged  allegiance  to  a 
certain  episteme  endowed  with  its  own  discourse.  We  have  engaged  in  an  act  of 
nomination  that  places  us  within  a certain  apparatus,  a certain  way  of  looking  at  pictures 
and  of  theorizing  their  place  in  culture.  But  what  is  this  theoretical  apparatus,  this 
hypericon-generating  appliance?  W.J.T.  Mitchell  refers  to  this  theory  of  hypericon- 
production,  this  machine  which  generates  such  terms  as  imagetext  and  metapicture,  as 
Picture  Theory.  It  would  seem,  however,  that  this  is  not  precise  enough  a title  for  the 
mode  of  discourse  briefly  introduced  above-a  discourse  which  seeks  to  look  beyond. 


25 


behind,  even  in  front  of,  the  picture,  in  order  to  investigate  the  networks  of  information 
that  made  it  possible.  Furthermore,  Picture  Theory  might  be  an  inappropriate  way  to 
describe  a theory  of  networks  which  is  not  relegated  to  the  realm  of  pictures,  but  which 
holds  that  a textual  image  or  “scene”  might  serve  equally  well  as  a hypericon.  We  require 
a different  title  then,  in  order  to  specify  a sort  of  picture  theory  which  is  engaged  just  as 
ardently  with  tracing  networks  of  information  as  it  is  with  theorizing  pictures.  But  first, 
we  must  clarify  how  such  a machine  would  operate. 

We  might  approach  a picture  not  as  an  entity  worthy  of  study  in  and  for  itself,  but 
as  a way  of  accessing  various  currents  of  information  that  intersect  at  a given  locus  or 
node,  the  picture  being  that  node.  The  picture  itself,  then,  when  subjected  to  this 
approach,  acts  as  an  outlet  for  investigating  the  information  networks  which  made  it  (the 
picture)  possible.  For  this  reason.  Eye  Socket,  with  its  cyborgian  electrical  outlets, 
provides  us  with  a fine  pun.  It  might  be  more  appropriate  to  use  the  word  “inlef  ’ rather 
than  “outlet”  however,  since  this  theoretical  approach  would  tell  us  as  much,  or  perhaps 
more,  about  the  cultural  networks  that  made  the  picture  possible  than  it  would  about  the 
picture  itself  The  picture,  or  textual  scene,  is  merely  a way  of  “jacking  into”  the  network; 
it  is  a node  located  along  an  endlessly  proliferating  web  of  discourses.  The  picture  then,  is 
the  limen,  (or  as  we  shall  see  later,  the  enchanted  looking-glass)  between  a network  of 
discourses  and  a discourse  on  networks. 

Res  Publica  Litteraria 

Where  does  a network  begin?  Is  it  possible  to  determine  the  exact  point  where  a 
spider  began  spinning  its  web?  Can  we  point  to  the  very  first  knot  tied  by  the  weaver?  Or 
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can  a network  only  be  grasped  as  a whole,  a spatial  instantaneity  like  a picture  or  a scene 

on  stage?  If  the  human  race  would  have  settled  for  the  latter  conclusion,  limiting  the 

communication  of  our  thoughts  to  one-dimensional  cave  drawings,  we  may  have  never 

developed  a verbal  language  at  all.  For  language 

is  to  thought  and  to  signs  what  algebra  is  to  geometry:  it  replaces  the 
simultaneous  comparison  of  parts  (or  magnitudes)  with  an  order  whose  degrees 
must  be  traversed  one  after  the  other.  It  is  in  this  strict  sense  that  language  is  an 
analysis  of  thought;  not  a simple  patterning,  but  a profound  establishment  of 
order  in  space.  (Foucault,  1994:  83) 

Language,  or  rather  discourse,  delivers  order  into  an  otherwise  chaotic  realm  of  signs. 

And  when  the  language  is  written  down,  seized  indefinitely  from  the  mutability  of  time, 
the  potential  for  chaos  is  almost  completely  abated-at  least  according  to  a certain 
episteme  which  reached  its  height  in  the  eighteenth  century  and  which  continues  to 
circulate  today.  This  is  the  episteme  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars,  a republic  entirely 
committed  to  “endless  circulation,  a discourse  network  without  producers  or  consumers, 
which  simply  heaves  words  around”  (Kittler,  4).  It  is  this  form  of  scholarly  discourse,  this 
discursive  circuit,  which  renders  itself  visible  through  the  production  of  banal  treatises 
and  dissertations.  And  it  is  this  production-line  which  a discourse  2000  must  expose  and 
subsequently  short-circuit,  even  if  such  a short-circuiting  must  come  at  the  cost  of 
producing  yet  one  more  dissertation,  and  one  more  arsenal  of  footnotes. 

“German  Poetry,”  Friedrich  Kittler  informs  us  in  the  very  first  sentence  of 
Discourse  Netw'orks  1800/1900,  “begins  with  a sigh”  (3).  Certainly,  this  is  not  the 
straightforward  statement,  the  typical  reiteration  of  received  wisdom,  that  a reader  might 
expect  to  encounter  at  the  beginning  of  a scholarly  text.  The  author  is  making  a rather 
bold  pronouncement,  we  might  think.  There  is  no  historical  contextualization  here,  no 
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precedence  cited,  no  footnote,  no  doxical  canting  of  theoretical  proof  We  might  protest 
that  one  cannot  make  such  a deterministic,  grandiose  statement  about  “beginnings” — 
especially  the  beginning  of  something  as  elusive  and  extensive  as  “poetry”.  This  is  not  a 
scholarly  statement  at  all,  this  is  a rash  reductionism,  an  imprudent  trope,  nonsense  tout 
court.  And  this  is  exactly  the  way  that  we,  as  members  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars, 
should  react  toward  the  first  sentence  of  Discourse  Networks  1800/1900.  After  all,  this 
book  has  been  printed  in  and  for  a scholarly  network  of  information  delivery,  and  thus  it 
is  our  right  and  duty  to  respond  to  it,  write  commentary,  dissert,  re-iterate  our 
expectations.  What  we  might  expect  instead  of  Kittler’s  nonsensical  pronouncement  is  a 
logical  outline,  a historical  rationalization  which  might  possibly  (though  it  is  unlikely), 
eventually  (after  a series  of  proofs  based  on  authoritative  sources)  lead  up  to  the 
statement,  “German  poetry  begins  w'ith  a sigh.”  But  w'e  are  not  dealing  with  a 
conventional  scholarly  text  here,  or  rather,  we  are  not  dealing  with  a text  that  flows 
smoothly  along  the  circuit  of  scholarly  discourse.  Clearly,  the  first  sentence  of  Discourse 
Networks  is  an  instance  of  short-circuiting,  as  is  Faust’s  sigh,  for  both  interrupt  the 
language  of  scholarship,  the  discourse  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars. 

Although  Kittler  may  seem  unmistakably  Foucauldian  in  his  terminology  (the 
term  “discourse  network”  encapsulates  Foucault’s  archaeological  methodology'  in  a 


It  is  impractical,  perhaps  impossible,  to  do  justice  to  Foucault’s  unique  and  multi-faceted  definition  of 
archaeology- in  a single  footnote.  For  this  reason,  we  shall  have  to  settle  for  the  following  description  of  his 
archaeological  practice— one  which  captures  the  concept  of  “discourse  networks’’-and  let  the  remaining 
definitions  fall  where  they  may:  “The  horizon  of  archaeology,  therefore,  is  not  a science,  a rationality,  a 
mentality,  a culture;  it  is  a tangle  of  interpositivities  whose  limits  and  points  of  intersection  cannot  be  fixed 
in  a single  operation.  Archaeology  is  a comparative  analysis  that  is  not  intended  to  reduce  the  diversity  of 
discourses,  and  to  outline  the  unity  that  must  totalize  them,  but  is  intended  to  divide  up  their  diversity  into 
different  figures.  Archaeological  comparison  does  not  have  a unifying,  but  a diversifying,  effect”  (1971 : 
159-60). 
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single  blow),  his  genealogy  of  scholarship  does  not  correspond  exactly  to  the  episteme  of 
Classical  scholarship  archaeologized  in  The  Order  of  Things.  David  Wellberry  has 
observed  that  “Kittler  chose  to  use  the  older  system  of  erudition,  the  res  publica 
litteraria,  rather  than  the  classical  episteme  of  transparent  representation  as  the 
contrasting  configuration  to  Romanticism”  (xx).  The  term  “Republic  of  Scholars,”  then, 
designates  a tradition  of  Biblical  exegesis  or  “translation”  rooted  in  Luther’s  dictum  of 
“5o/a  scriptura."  This  dictum  calls  for  a word-by-word  recounting  of  scripture,  which, 
incidentally,  can  only  be  interrupted  by  a Romantic  sigh,  a verbal  manifestation  of  the 
translator’s  soul.  Certainly,  the  res  publica  litteraria  is  not  the  only  scholarly  tradition 
that  Kittler  might  have  contrasted  to  Romanticism;  but  to  quibble  over  the 
“incompleteness”  of  Kittler’s  contextualizing,  his  misunderstanding  or  abuse  of  Goethe’s 
text,  the  looseness  with  which  the  term  “Republic  of  Scholars”  is  used  (all  are  typically 
scholarly  responses),  would  be  to  miss  the  methodological  innovativeness  and  heuretic‘ 
potential  of  the  chapter.  If  we  ignore  for  a moment  the  demands  of  conventional  literary 
scholarship,  the  point  of  Kittler’s  first  chapter  might  not  be  for  us  to  accept  the  discovery 
of  a specific  origin  of  German  poetry,  inscribe  its  presence  in  the  history  of  literature,  and 
add  this  bit  of  knowledge  to  our  archive  of  tomes  “gnawed  by  worms,  covered  with  dust” 

( "Den  Wurme  nagen,  Staub  bedeckt.  ”)  (Goethe,  95, 1.403);  the  point,  instead,  would  be  to 
recognize  Kittler’s  methodology  as  a new  way  of  conducting  research  in  cultural  or  media 
studies,  a method  in  which  a specific  scene  or  textual  image  (i.e.,  Faust’s  sigh,  Gibb’s  Eye 


^ The  following  paragraph  might  serve  as  a definition  of  heuretics:  “As  an  ‘experimental’  humanities, 
heuretics  appropriates  the  history  of  the  avant-garde  as  a liberal  arts  mode  of  research  and  experimentation. 
. . . Without  relinquishing  the  presently  established  applications  of  theory  in  our  disciplines  (critique  and 
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Socket,  Las  meninas)  acts  as  the  multidirectional  passageway  to  a research  project.  If  we 
resist  this  second,  heuretic  alternative  in  favour  of  scholarly  protest  against  Kittler’s 
nonsense,  then  we  are,  indeed,  engaging  in  a form  of  discourse  which  belongs  to  a 
veritable  “Republic  of  Scholars.” 

The  notion  that  a single  image  or  textual  scene  might  act  as  an  inlet  onto  a 
network  of  discourses  is  certainly  not  a new  idea.  We  might  recognize  this  approach  to 
textuality  as  being  rooted  in  the  early  deconstructive  theories  of  Jacques  Derrida,  Roland 
Barthes,  et  al.,  especially  as  encapsulated  in  the  notion  of  “intertextuality.”  Foucault  sums 
up  this  premise  rather  aptly  in  The  Archaeology^  of  Knowledge,  employing  terms  that  are 
particularly  suitable  to  the  present  study: 

The  frontiers  of  a book  are  never  clear-cut:  beyond  the  title,  the  first  lines,  and  the 
last  full  stop,  beyond  its  internal  configuration  and  its  autonomous  form,  it  is 
caught  up  in  a system  of  references  to  other  books,  other  texts,  other  sentences: 
it  is  a node  within  a network. . . . The  book  is  not  simply  the  object  that  one  holds 
in  one’s  hands;  and  it  cannot  remain  within  the  little  parallelepiped  that  contains 
it:  its  unity  is  variable  and  relative.  As  soon  as  one  questions  that  unity,  it  loses  its 
self-evidence;  it  indicates  itself,  constructs  itself,  only  on  the  basis  of  a complex 
field  of  discourse.  (23) 

It  is  this  constructivist  understanding  of  the  text  that  spawned  such  notions  as  “the  death 
of  the  author”,  and  which  led  to  such  deconstructive,  formal  experimentations  as 
Derrida’s  Glas  and  Barthes’s  S/Z.  Such  experimental  forms  of  discourse  threatened  to 
violently  disrupt  the  circuit  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars  over  three  decades  ago,  and  they 
continue  to  do  so  today,  running  alongside  the  discourse  of  conventional  literary 
scholarship  which,  incidentally,  has  thus  far  managed  to  preserve  itself  from  a 


hermeneutics),  heuretics  adds  to  these  critical  and  inerpretive  practices  a generative  productivity  of  the  sort 
practiced  in  the  avant-garde”  (Ulmer,  1994a:  xii). 


30 


catastrophic  intersection  with  these  discursive  monsters.  These  threatening  specimens  are 
to  be  observed,  commented  upon,  disserted  about,  but  never  taken  as  serious  forms  of 
critical  discourse.  Friedrich  Kittler  attempts  to  force  a meeting  between  the  two  forms  of 
discourse,  and  the  result  is  Discourse  Networks,  an  alchemical  collision  of  seemingly 
immiscible  elements. 

Although  Kittler  does  not  experiment  as  such  on  a formal  basis  (as'^I  have 

attempted  to  do  in  Chapters  2 and  3),  he  does  indeed  write  in  a “post-hermeneutic”  mode, 

a mode  in  which  the  concept  of  intertextuality  exists  as  an  a priori  and  essential  element 

of  critical  discourse.  Like  S/Z,  Discourse  Networks  approaches  the  text  as 

an  entrance  into  a network  with  a thousand  entrances;  to  take  this  entrance  is  to 
aim,  ultimately,  not  at  a legal  structure  of  norms  and  departures,  a narrative  or 
poetic  Law,  but  at  a perspective  (of  fragments,  of  voices  from  other  texts,  other 
codes),  whose  vanishing  point  is  nonetheless  ceaselessly  pushed  back, 
mysteriously  opened:  each  (single)  text  is  the  very  theory  (and  not  the  mere 
example)  of  this  vanishing,  of  this  difference  which  indefinitely  returns, 
insubmissive”  (12). 

Where  Kittler  departs  from  Barthes,  however,  is  that  he  does  not  anatomize  the  entire  text 
in  order  to  demonstrate  that  it  is  composed  entirely  of  a handful  of  discourses  (codes) 
which  are  woven  throughout.  Instead,  Kittler  draws  on  a single  scene  as  an  inlet  into  the 
network  of  discourses  which  circulate  through  the  text.  In  this  sense,  Kittler  is  like  those 
“Buddhists  whose  ascetic  practices  enable  them  to  see  a whole  landscape  in  a bean” 
(Barthes:  1970,  3).  Still,  the  bean  is  only  a means  of  access  to  the  landscape;  there  is  no 
desire  in  Kittler  to  find  one  “magic  bean”  in  which  any  and  all  landscapes  could  be  seen. 
In  Kittler’s  methodology,  the  text  itself  becomes  part  of  the  theory,  if  not  the  theory  itself 
A single  scene  from  Faust,  for  example,  “is  the  very  theory”  of  discourse  networks. 
Kittler,  then,  does  not  write  about  Faust  or  about  Goethe,  he  writes  with  Goethe,  just  as 
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he  writes  with  Foueault,  Lacan  and  Derrida,  and  not  about  them.^  It  is  by  means  of  this 
writing  with  that  Kittler  departs  from  the  discourse  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars. 

In  order  to  fully  understand  how  this  writing  with  is  a deviant  form  of  writing,  it  is 
necessary  to  take  a closer  look  at  the  Republic  of  Scholars  from  which  it  deviates.  The 
meaning  of  “Republic  of  Scholars”  is  not  stable,  as  David  Wellberry  has  demonstrated.  It 
is  a sort  of  empty  slot  that  must  be  filled  according  to  specific  situations.  Rather  than 
attempting  to  provide  a definition  or  comprehensive  genealogy  of  this  Republic,  we 
might,  like  Kittler,  be  better  off  identifying  its  traces — we  are  writing  under  the  aegis  of 
elec/z-acy,"*  after  all — collecting  the  c(I)ues  that  it  has  left  behind.  A genealogy  of  the 
Republic  that  I wish  to  discuss  here  has  already  been  attempted  by  Walter  Ong  and  Jay 
Bolter,  among  others.  As  they  have  demonstrated,  the  Republic  of  Scholars  extends  at 
least  as  far  back  as  Peter  Ramus,  the  father  of  scholarly  method,  and  its  presence  can  be 
traced  in  many  places  ever  since;  in  the  simultaneous  emergence  of  print  technology  and 
methodical  discourse;  in  Enlightenment  rationality;  in  the  formation  of  a literary  “canon”; 
and  finally,  in  the  spread  of  Kantian  critique  which  is  still  being  practiced  in  the  various 
mutations  of  hermeneutic,  textual  scholarship  that  is  prevalent  in  the  humanities  today. 
Certainly,  this  is  not  intended  to  be  a complete  list,  or  a fully  contextualized  history,  but 


^ This  tendency  of  Kittler  to  write  with  several  theorists  at  once,  is,  according  to  David  Wellberry,  the 
“major  methodological  innovation  of  his  book:  “Kittlefs  work  cannot  be  classified  as  Derridean, 
Foucauldian,  or  Lacanian;  rather,  it  grounds  itself  on  what  might  be  termed  the  joint  achievement  of  the 
three.  Perhaps  this  is  the  major  methodological  innovation  of  Kittler's  book.  By  eliciting  from  the 
divergent  elaborations  of  post-structuralist  thought  a collective  epistemological  apparatus,  Kittler 
establishes  a positive  research  program  for  a post-hermeneutic  criticism”  (xi). 

Greg  Ulmer,  who  coined  the  term  electracy,  explains  it  in  the  following  manner:  “In  the  history  of  human 
culmre  there  are  but  three  apparatuses:  orality,  literacy,  and  now  electracy.  We  live  in  the  moment  of  the 
emergence  of  electracy,  comparable  to  the  two  principal  moments  of  literacy  (The  Greece  of  Plato,  and  the 
Europe  of  Galileo)”  (http://www.elfufl.edu/electracy.html).  The  centrality  of  the  Derridean  concept  of  trace 
in  electracy  is  discussed  in  detail  in  Chapter  2. 
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merely  a tracking  down  of  clues,  a cursory  glance  at  what  is  involved  in  defining  the 
Republic  of  Scholars.  This  is  not  to  say  that  there  are  no  other  “scholarly”  discourses 
circulating  in  the  Academy,  but  that  the  discourse  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars  provides 
the  method  and  interface  for  all  other  academic  discourses.  The  Republic  of  Scholars, 
with  its  faith  in  transparent  language,  scientific  proof,  and  the  five-part  printed  essay,  is 
the  main  circuit  through  which  all  other  discourses — including  philosophical,  critical, 
heremeneutic,  and  even  deconstructive  discourses — must  pass  in  order  to  maintain 
affiliation  with  the  academic  apparatus. 

As  a case  study  which  demonstrates  the  ubiquity  of  the  discourse  of  the  Republic 
of  Scholars  in  the  Academy  we  might  consider  contemporary  Film  Studies.  In  no  other 
field  of  research,  it  would  seem,  has  there  been  such  a strong  impetus  for  researchers  to 
break  the  circuit  of  conventional  scholarly  discourse,  for  no  other  field  (except  perhaps 
the  emerging  field  of  Electronic  Media  Studies)  has  so  fially  embraced  the  textual  theories 
of  Derrida,  Barthes,  et  al,  primarily  as  a means  of  understanding  experimental  film,  and  of 
exposing  the  ideological  apparatuses  behind  the  phenomena  of  mass  media.  Still,  as 
Robert  Ray  has  shown  in  The  Avant-Garde  Finds  Andy  Hardy,  Film  Studies  seems  to 
produce  nothing  but  hermeneutic  essays  presented  in  a conventional  format,  and  built 
upon  arguments  that  have  now  become  doxa.  In  the  past  three  decades.  Film  Studies,  Ray 
asserts,  has  “constructed  an  enormously  powerful  theoretical  machine  for  exposing  the 
ideological  abuse  hidden  by  the  apparently  natural  stories  and  images  of  popular  culture. 
That  machine,  however,  now  runs  on  automatic  pilot,  producing  predictable  essays  and 
books  on  individual  cases”  (7).  We  might  say  that  the  practitioners,  all  essayists,  of  Film 
Studies,  have  been  subscribing  to  the  “magic  bean”  approach  to  textuality.  That  is,  once 
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they  see  a landscape  in  a bean,  they  insist  on  recycling  the  bean,  testing  its  magical 
powers  on  any  other  landscape  that  looks  as  if  it  might  be  contained  within  the  bean.  This 
is  the  tale  of  a potentially  radical  form  of  discourse  trapped  in  the  discursive  loop  of  the 
Republic  of  Scholars. 

What  then,  is  the  alternative  to  this  recycling  of  critical  doxa,  this  “endless 
circulation”  which  simply  “heaves  words  around”?  How  do  we  break  a circuit  so 
powerfully  charged  that  it  can  cause  a discipline  “whose  beginnings  coincided  with  the 
flowering  of  structuralist,  semiotic,  ideological,  psychoanalytic,  and  feminist  theory”  to 
evolve  “into  another  professional  speciality  (like  Romanticism  or  Eighteenth-Century 
Poetry),  with  all  the  routinized  procedures  of  any  academic  field”?  (Ray,  5)  The  answer, 
according  to  Ray  may  lie  in  “experimenting  with  the  forms  of  criticism,  which  until  now 
has  worked  almost  entirely  with  one  kind  of  rhetoric,”  that  is,  the  rhetoric  of  the  Republic 
of  Scholars  (9).  Citing  Michael  Taussig,  Ray  suggests  that  “what  is  at  stake  with  such 
questions  is  ‘the  issue  of  graphicness,’  a quality  generally  disdained  by  materialist  critics 
who  associate  it  with  the  enemies — commerce  and  mystification”  (9).  And  it  is  this 
yearning  for  graphicness  which  directs  Ray  to  the  avant-garde  arts,  a branch  of  the 
humanities  which  we  might  then  consider  as  “a  field  of  experimental  work  waiting  to  be 
used  (in  the  same  way  that  pure  science’s  exotica  becomes  another  generation’s 
technology)”  (10).  Rather  than  write  with  Goethe,  then,  or  with  Foucault,  we  might  try 
writing  with  Max  Ernst,  with  Salvador  Dali,  or  perhaps  even  with  Steven  Gibb,  as  was 
attempted  at  the  beginning  of  this  chapter.  Then  again,  we  might  try  writing  with  a 
graphically-oriented  contemporary  of  Goethe  (as  we  shall  see  in  the  next  chapter). 
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especially  if  we  are  interested  in  examining  the  discourse  networks  of  the  eighteenth 
century. 

Where  Discourse  Networks  2000  departs  from  Discourse  Netw'orks  1800/1900, 
then,  is  in  the  yearning  for  a more  explicit  graphicness,  a yearning  shared  by  Michael 
Taussig  and  Robert  Ray.  If  indeed,  the  number  2000  evokes  a hypervisual,  picture- 
oriented,  digital  age,  then  a scholarly  discourse  suitable  to  such  an  age  must  accept,  as  a 
priori  knowledge,  the  fact  that  technologies  of  representation  have  invoked  a pictorial 
turn  in  our  culture,  subsequently  placing  us  on  the  threshold  of  a new  subject! vati on 
which  we  are  still  in  the  process  of  understanding. 

The  Pictorial  Turn 

As  we  have  already  seen,  the  discourse  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars  is  traversed  by 
many  other  discourses,  and  within  the  current  academic  apparatus,  there  are  multiple 
discourse  networks,  all  of  which  must  intersect  with  the  discourse  of  the  scholarly 
republic  in  order  to  be  accepted  as  viable  scholarship.  Our  hope  lies,  then,  in  the  fact  that 
among  these  networks,  there  exists  a select  group — coached  by  Barthes,  Derrida,  et  al. — 
that  comes  close  to  averting  the  discourse  of  the  Republic  altogether;  that  is,  a group  that 
is  bordering  on  the  impossible.  For  how  can  a mode  of  discourse  be  considered  academic 
without  following  the  stringent  terms  of  academic  knowledge-production?  If  we 
interrogate  this  assemblage  of  scholarly  contrabanders  more  closely,  we  may  find  that  the 
discourse  of  this  group  of  nonsensical  scholars,  this  band  of  theoretical  intransigents 
labelled  as  poststructuralists,  intersects  with  yet  another  discursive  loop,  an  even  more 
specialized  circuit  known  as  “Picture  Theory.” 


Since,  once  again,  we  are  engaging  in  an  activity  of  tracing,  or  tracking  down 
c(l)ues  within  the  archives  of  a given  field  of  information  (rather  than  attempting  to 
compile  a taxonomy  of  the  entire  field),  and  since  we  are  indeed  dealing  with  the  question 
of  a pictorial  turn,  it  might  be  useful  to  present  our  interrogation  of  picture  theorists  in  the 
form  of  a graph  rather  than  that  of  an  essay.  Of  course,  a methodology  which  weighs  so 
heavily  on  the  side  of  the  pictorial  would  never  make  its  way  through  the  cogs  of  the 
academic  apparatus.  But  still,  for  the  sake  of  a future  mode  of  discourse,  we  should  not 
shrink  from  at  least  conjecturing  about  graphic  strategies.  That  being  said,  imagine  the 
various  intersections,  linkages,  and  lines  of  flight  incited  by  the  following  plotting  of 
points:  from  Jonathan  Crary's  historical  evaluation  of  “Scopic  Regimes”  to  W.J.T. 
Mitchell's  identification  of  a “pictorial  turn”;  from  E.H.  Gombrich’s  theory  of  the  “mental 
set”  to  Rosalind  Kraus's  “optical  unconscious.”  This  is  not  the  type  of  graph  that,  in 
Greimasian  fashion,  sets  up  and  explodes  a series  of  binary  oppositions.  The  graph 
would  have  to  represent  several  contiguous  points  as  well,  and  it  would  certainly  have  to 
be  diachronic  in  nature.  Robert  Ray's  “cinematic  criticism”  for  example,  would  probably 
have  to  line  up  with  Barthes's  rendering  of  the  “filmic;”  while  the  latter's  investigation  of 
the  “third  meaning”  might  intersect  at  a million  points  with  Ulmer's  “Chorography.”  And 
what  would  we  do  with  Derrida?  Perhaps  The  Tmth  in  Painting  could  serve  as  a frame 
for  the  graph,  surround  the  entire  structure,  set  itself  against,  or  beside  (contre),  all  the 
other  texts  as  a form  of  contraband  in  itself  Or  Derrida  himself  might  act  as  a passe- 
partout, weaving  his  way  in  and  out  of  the  graph,  leaving  traces,  but  no  origin.  Then 
again,  a single  scene  or  image  from  The  Truth  in  Painting  could  serve  as  the  rectangular 
grid  upon  which  all  of  the  other  texts  could  be  plotted  like  so  many  intersecting 
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coordinates.  In  such  a case,  all  texts  would  criss-eross  endlessly  through  a single 
background  text — a background  which  is  foregrounded,  so  to  speak. 

This  speculative  imaging.  I’m  sure  you  will  agree,  has  become  far  too  complex  for 
the  written  word.  As  Rosalind  Kraus  observes  in  The  Optical  Unconscious,  in  the  ease  of 
a graph,  “it's  both  less  tiresome  and  clearer  just  to  show  if’  (13).  But  show  what?  There 
is  no  graphic  model  so  accommodating  that  it  could  represent  the  network  of  possibilities 
posed  by  the  intersection  of  the  various  texts  in  the  diseursive  network  that  we  have  come 
to  call  Picture  Theory.  Clearly,  Derrida's  “double-bind’’  model  (as  practiced  in  Glas)  can 
only  accommodate  two  bands,  two  co-ordinates;  the  semiotic  square,  four.  Is  this  the 
same  sort  of  representational  conundrum  that  so  perplexed  Walter  Benjamin,  causing  him 
to  relegate  his  Passagen-Werk  to  the  confines  of  a suitcase  while  he  searched  fhiitlessly — 
“in  the  windswept  stairw'ells  of  the  Eiffel  Tower,  and  even  more  in  the  steel  supports  of  a 
pont  transbordeur’’ — for  a framework  that  would  support  the  convolutions  of  his  most 
extensive  research  project?  Evidently,  another,  more  aceommodating,  model  is  required 
if  we  are  to  present  the  given  network  of  texts  in  a way  that  does  not  “come  at  the  eost  of 
graphicness  {Anschaulichkeit)".  Otherwise,  we  must  confine  our  research  to  a (graphic) 
language  of  the  future,  and  resign  ourselves  to  the  stigma  of  madness  that  accompanies  all 
purv'eyors  of  nonsense. 

But  why  such  an  insistence  on  the  graphic?  Why  this  obsession  with  the  image 
when  the  written  medium  is  so  close  at  hand?  Would  it  complicate  things  to  suggest  that, 
if  this  essay  were  a hypertext,  the  answer  to  these  questions  might  span  various  nodes?^ 


^ Note  that  he  word  "node”,  which  is  now  the  commonplace  term  for  a single  HTML  document  within  a 
hypertext  (i.e.,  “hypertext  node”)  is  also  the  term  used  by  Freud  to  describe  the  process  of  condensation.  In 
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We  could  begin  with  an  answer  from  Ernst  Gombrich,  complete  with  an  extensive  gallery 

of  JPEG  images,  an  archive  documenting  a culture  assailed  by  visual  stimuli: 

gombrich.html.  Never  before  has  there  been  an  age  like  ours  when  the  visual 
image  was  so  cheap  in  every  sense  of  the  word.  We  are  surrounded  and  assailed 
by  posters  and  advertisements,  by  comics  and  magazine  illustrations.  We  see 
aspects  of  reality  represented  on  the  television  screen  and  in  the  movies,  on 
postage  stamps  and  on  food  packages.  Painting  is  taught  at  school  and  practiced 
at  home  as  therapy  and  as  a pastime,  and  many  a modest  amateur  has  mastered 
tricks  that  would  have  looked  like  sheer  magic  to  Giotto.  Perhaps  even  the  crude 
colored  renderings  we  find  on  a box  of  breakfast  cereal  would  have  made  Giotto's 
contemporaries  gasp.  I do  not  know  if  there  are  people  who  conclude  from  this 
that  the  box  is  superior  to  a Giotto.  I am  not  one  of  them.  But  I think  that  the 
victory  and  vulgarization  of  representational  skills  create  a problem  for  both  the 
historian  and  the  critic.  (8) 

And  this  node,  in  turn,  might  be  linked  to  another,  less  lengthy  explanation  of  the 

pictorial  turn  provided  by  W.J.T.  Mitchell: 

mitchell.html.  For  anyone  who  is  skeptical  about  the  need  for/to  picture  theory,  I 
simply  ask  them  to  reflect  on  the  commonplace  notion  that  we  live  in  a culture  of 
images,  a society  of  the  spectacle,  a world  of  semblances  and  simulacra.  We  are 
surrounded  by  pictures;  we  have  an  abundance  of  theories  about  them,  but  it 
doesn't  seem  to  do  us  any  good.  (5) 

For  an  exemplary  scene  of  this  “culture  of  images”  we  might  click  our  way  to  a MPEG 

video  (farewell. mpg)  of  the  “short- subject  film”  in  which  Ronald  and  Nancy  Reagan 

board  a Marine  helicopter,  and  are  swept  away  in  a noisy  whirl  of  journalists,  cameras, 

and  security  people.  This  video,  or  “Reagan's  Farewell”  as  Jerome  McGann  has  baptized 

it,  could  be  linked  to  McGann's  commentary  on  the  structure  of  such  a “text:” 

mcgann.html.  In  a scene  where  speaking  and  communicating  with  words  appear 
to  be  of  central  importance,  language  has  been  structurally  translated  into  visual 
and  oral  tokens — as  image,  or  as  non-linguistic  sound.  Complex  meanings  are 


a dream,  various  associations  can  intersect  in  a single  ideational  node.  See  Freud,  Interpretation  of 
Dreams,  Penguin.  1976,  pp.  383ff.  The  relationship  between  such  unconscious  processes  and  a discourse 
2000  is  considered  more  closely  in  the  third  chapter. 
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being  communicated  here,  but  the  verbal  discourse — what  Ezra  Pound  called 
“logopoeia” — functions  principally  along  nonverbal  lines.  To  understand  this  text 
it  is  not  necessary  actually  to  hear  anything  said  by  Reagan  or  anything  by  the 
reporters.  (14) 

Of  course,  this  juxtaposition  of  fragments  would  seem  more  appropriate  within  the 
framework  of  a hypertext,  but  the  Republic  of  Scholars  will  not  bow  to  such  an 
unconventional  mode  of  discourse,  just  as  it  will  not  accept  an  essay  that  is  conspicuously 
pictorial.  And  so  we  must  satisfy  ourselves  with  a printed  rendition. 

The  fact  that  we  live  in  a “visual  culture,”  as  many  critics  have  complacently 
observ'ed  in  the  past  decade  or  so,  is  not  an  astounding  news  item:  our  culture  has  been 
primarily  “visual”  for  several  centuries.  As  Martin  Jay  reminds  us  in  his  “Scopic 
Regimes  of  Modernity,” 

beginning  with  the  Renaissance  and  the  scientific  revolution,  modernity  has  been 
normally  considered  resolutely  ocularcentric.  The  invention  of  printing,  according 
to  the  familiar  argument  of  McLuhan  and  Ong,  reinforced  the  privileging  of  the 
visual  abetted  by  such  inventions  as  the  telescope  and  the  microscope.  (3) 

Jay's  central  concern  in  this  essay  is  not  so  much  that  the  modems  were  primarily  visual, 

but  that  various  types,  or  “regimes,”  of  visuality,  form  a network  of  discourses  on 

visuality — from  Cartesian  perspectivism  to  baroque  delirium — which  circulate  freely 

throughout  the  modem  era.  It  is  the  spirit  of  the  baroque  regime.  Jay  notes,  the  ocular 

madness  definitive  of  the  baroque  discursive  loop,  which  seems  to  reign  supreme  in 

postmodern  culture.  This  baroqueness  is  heightened  to  an  unprecedented  degree  by 

electronic  technologies  of  representation  and  reproduction  which  insure  that  every  facet 

of  daily  life  is  saturated  by  pictures.  Western  culture  as  it  stands  today  is  often  viewed  as 

a veritable  ocular  orgy,  a culture  which  invented  the  term  “eye  candy,”  a culture  which,  in 

the  terms  of  W.J.T  Mitchell,  has  indeed  undergone  the  Pictorial  Turn. 
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We  must  draw  a distinction  then,  between  a visual  or  ocularcentric  culture  and  a 
culture  dominated  by  images,  a pictorial  culture,  so  to  speak.  It  is  the  image-saturation  of 
our  society  which:  inspired  Barthes's  “filmic  criticism;”  provoked  E.H.  Gombrich  to 
question  “what  is  actually  involved  in  the  process  of  image  making  and  image  reading” 
(25);  and  incited  Mitchell  to  (seek  out  a)  picture  theory.  Mitchell  goes  so  far  as  to  suggest 
that  this  pictorial  turn  is  responsible  for  some  of  the  most  groundbreaking  philosophical 
inquiries  of  the  twentieth  century: 

in  Europe  one  might  identify  it  (the  pictorial  turn)  with  phenomenology's  inquiry 
into  imagination  and  visual  experience;  or  with  Derrida's  “grammatology,”  which 
de-centers  the  “phonocentric”  model  of  language  by  shifting  attention  to  the 
visible  material  traces  of  writing;  or  with  the  Frankfurt  School's  investigations  of 
modernity,  mass  culture,  and  visual  media;  or  with  Michel  Foucault's  insistence 
on  a history  and  theory  of  power/knowledge  that  exposes  the  riff  between  the 
discursive  and  the  “visible,”  the  seeable  and  the  sayable,  as  the  crucial  fault-line 
in  “scopic  regimes.”  (12) 

These  witnesses  of  the  pictorial  turn  provide  us  with  only  a sampling  of  the  picture  theory 
band  members.  But  it  would  seem  that  the  sampling  approach  might  be  the  best  method 
of  picturing  a band  as  vast  and  nebulous  as  the  picture  theorists,  just  as  it  is  the  best 
approach  to  inventing  a discourse  2000.  Consider  the  following  two  sections — a bipartite 
gathering  of  theoretical  bits,  some  we  might  call  Cartesian  in  nature,  others,  vaguely 
baroque^ — as  a sampling,  then,  a cross-section  of  discourses  which  circulate  within  the 


* The  most  obvious  “celebration  of  ocular  madness”  in  the  texts  considered  here  is  that  of  Rosalind  Kraus, 
The  Political  Unconscious,  a study  of  avant-garde  optics.  Traces  of  this  “madness”  might  also  be  observ  ed 
in  the  texts  of  Ulmer  and  Ray,  due  mainly  to  the  fact  that  they  draw  heavily  on  the  avant-garde  arts  in  their 
work.  It  would  be  wrong,  however,  to  consider  any  of  these  texts  as  a mere  “celebration,”  for  they  all  view 
the  avant-garde  as  a means  to  an  end.  Like  Breton,  in  the  Surrealist  Manifesto,  each  of  these  critics  might 
explore  the  possibilities  of  ocular  madness  in  one  form  or  another,  but  only  to  “submit  them,  should  the 
occasion  arise,  to  the  control  of  reason”  (Breton,  66).  It  is  the  firm  intention  of  this  study  to  pursue  the  same 
rules  of  the  game. 
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discourse  networks  2000.  This  sampling  of  ingredients  are  the  tools  necessary  to  build  the 
machine  we  have  been  calling  a discourse  2000. 


Picture  Theory 

Evidence  of  a pictorial  turn:  a book  on  avant-garde  art  and  visualization  that  grew 
out  of  a television  series.  The  following  is  a description  of  what  might  go  through  a 
reader's  head  as  s/he  parses  through  a page  of  The  Shock  of  the  New  after  seeing  the 
television  series  on  which  it  is  based. 

The  camera  focuses  on  the  blue  eyes,  then  zooms  out  from  them  to  the  unkempt 
gray  locks,  the  beige  leisure  suit,  etc.,  and  by  the  time  the  white  patent  leather 
loafers  are  in  view,  the  Piazza  San  Marco  has  unfolded  majestically  in  the 
background,  in  all  its  imposing  symmetiy.  Robert  Hughes,  art  ambassador  to  the 
world,  delivers  an  invaluable  lesson  to  a television  audience,  reciting  the  lines  on 
his  scripted  cue  cards  with  excessive  care  and  deliberation:  “Perspective,  ” 
Hughes  tells  the  camera,  “gathers  the  visual  facts  and  stabilizes  them;  it  makes  of 
them  a unified  field.  The  eye  is  clearly  distinct  from  that  field,  as  the  brain  is 
separate  from  the  world  it  contemplates"  (Hughes,  17). 


1-2.  School  of  Piero  della  Francesca,  View  of  an  Ideal  C/rv  (1470?).  Urbino,  Palazzo  Ducale. 


The  point  of  this  lesson,  of  course,  is  not  to  laud  the  genius  of  Renaissance  rationality,  but 
to  celebrate  the  undoing  of  the  Renaissance  ideal  of  perspective,  to  celebrate  what  Hughes 
calls  The  Shock  of  the  New. 

The  school  of  Piero  della  Francesca ’s  View  of  an  Ideal  City  occupies  the  screen 
for  a brief  moment,  then  we  are  whisked  away  to  Aix  en  Provence,  for  an  exalting 
pan  shot  of  Mont.  Ste.  Victoire,  the  summit  of  cubist  anti-perspectivalism. 
Suddenly,  the  landscape  seems  to  explode  in  color — Perspective,  the  victoiy  of  a 
reasoning  mind  over  the  chaos  of  the  visual  field,  is  suddenly  undone  by 
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Cezanne ’s  makeshift  assemblage  of 
brilliant  blotches.  With  a single  blow, 
we  can  no  longer  harbor  the  illusion 
that  the  eye  is  clearly  distinct  from  the 
field  of  vision,  or  that  the  brain  is 
separate  from  the  world  it  contemplates. 

Both  the  viewer  and  the  view  are  part  of 
the  same  field. 

Is  this  the  future  of  art  criticism  in  a pictorial 
culture,  a culture  where  the  most  successful 
books  are  either  based  on  films,  or  quickly  translated  into  film?  Certainly,  The  Shock  of 
the  New  is  unconventional  in  that  it  makes  use  of  modem  technologies  of  representation. 
But  the  discourse  employed  in  the  film,  the  critical  and  theoretical  concepts  are  still 
somewhat  conventional.  There  are  a variety  of  contemporary  studies  of  visual  culture 
which,  although  they  have  not  achieved  such  pop-cultural  success,  prove  to  be  far  more 
“unconventional.” 

Among  the  many  theoretical  investigations  of  contemporary  visuality,  E.H. 
Gombrich's  and  Illusion,  a classic  psycho-historical  study  of  the  fine  arts,  is  perhaps 
the  most  convincing  attempt  to  demonstrate  the  intricate  interdependence  of  the  eye  and 
the  field  of  vision.  Not  only  is  perspective  a visual  illusion,  but  it  is  a culturally- 
determined  effect  which  relies  upon  the  fact  that  the  brain,  indeed,  is  not  separate  from 
the  world  it  contemplates.  Perspective,  according  to  Gombrich,  “creates  its  most 
compelling  illusion  where  it  can  rely  on  certain  ingrained  expectations  and  assumptions 
on  the  part  of  the  beholder.  The  Baroque  decorator's  illusion  of  painted  ceilings  or 
architecture  works  so  well  because  these  paintings  represent  what  might,  after  all,  be  real” 
(261).  The  “mental  set,”  according  to  Gombrich,  is  a subjective  “horizon  of  expectation” 
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(60)  which  guides  an  individual's  optical  sensations.  Vision,  in  Gombrich's  model,  is  a 
form  of  projection,  and  each  individual  possesses  mental  schemata  against  which  s/he 
attempts  to  match  the  shapes  in  her/his  field  of  vision.  Thus,  that  which  “we  call 
‘reading’  an  image,”  Gombrich  suggests,  “may  perhaps  be  better  described  as  testing  it 
for  its  potentialities”  (227). 

In  our  postmodern  world  of  video  art  lessons  and  virtual  reality,  the  seeing 
individual  must  rely  continuously  on  the  “mental  set”  in  order  make  sense  of  the  pictorial 
spectacle  that  unfolds  daily  before  him/her.  Gombrich  uses  the  example  of  modem  poster 
artists,  who  often  “rely  on  our  expectation  of  the  normal  letter  form  to  give  us  the 
impression  of  letters  or  words  arranged  in  depth  or  coming  toward  us  with  aggressive 
force”  (261).  Although  we  may  wish  to  modernize  this  example  by  pointing  instead  to  the 
animated  GIF  and  Java-script  letters  of  commercial  Web  page  designers,  the  point 
remains  the  same;  “it  is  an  effect  which  would  be  lost  on  someone  who  did  not  know  the 
conventions  of  lettering”(261).  The  selection  of  advertising  media  as  an  example  is  not 
entirely  arbitrary  here,  for  in  the  field  of  advertising  the  ability  to  predict  or  recognize  and 
play  (prey?)  upon  the  “mental  sets”  of  an  unwitting  audience  is  a professional  raison 
d etre.  The  existence  of  culturally-determined  mental  sets  provides  advertisers  with  a 
means  of  creating  images  that  will  target  a specific  audience,  and  sometimes  even  insert 
such  images  into  that  audience’s  mental  set.  The  Nike  symbol,  primordial  archetype  of 
everything  athletic,  is  a case  in  point. 

There  are,  however,  certain  methods  of  classification  within  “the  filing  systems  of 
our  mind”(Gombrich,  1 05)  which  are  not  culturally-determined,  but  which  are  entirely 
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personal  and  subjective,  the  result  of  an  individual’s  psychic  experienced  These  mental 
images  may  not  even  be  recognized  by  the  individual  him/herself,  although  they  may 
have  radical  effects  on  the  way  s/he  organizes  visual  stimuli.  We  shall  investigate  such 
images  in  greater  detail  in  the  following  chapter.  For  the  moment,  we  should  simply 
conclude  that  Gombrich’s  claim  that  human  perception  relies  upon  “projection”,  or  on 
our  ability  to  reference  “mental  sets”  which  are  culturally,  physiologically,  and  personally 
determined,  marks  an  important  moment  in  the  history  of  picture  theory.  His  theories  also 
help  point  the  way  to  a scholarly  discourse  suitable  to  a culture  which  is  constantly 
subjected  to  pictorial  manipulations,  a culture  in  which  individuals  are  incessantly  called 
upon  to  “project”  themselves  into  media  images. 

Jerome  McGann  seems  to  pick  up  on  Gombrich’s  notion  of  projection  in  his 
seminal  structuralist  essay,  “How  to  Read  a Book.”  In  this  essay,  McGann  identifies 
three  operations,  or  modes  of  reading,  involved  in  any  act  of  reading:  the  linear,  which 
decodes  the  logos  of  the  text;  the  spatial,  which  involves  an  ocular  scanning  of  the  text  or 
image;  and  the  radial,  in  which  reading  transcends  its  own  “ocular,  physical  bases”  (26), 
and  focuses  instead  on  the  various  “contexts  that  interpenetrate  the  scripted  and  physical 
text”  (28).  In  the  case  of  the  radial  mode  of  reading,  McGann  seems  to  be  invoking  what 
is  more  commonly  know  as  “intertextuality,”  though  taken  in  its  broadest  sense  to  include 
not  only  written  texts,  but  other  media  and  even  unconscious  associations  or  projections. 


^ There  is  an  obvious  resonance  here  with  psychoanalytic  theory,  particularly  dream  analysis,  the  goal  of 
which  is  for  the  analyst  to  determine  the  analysand’s  repressed  “mental  set.”  Gombrich,  of  course,  is  quite 
aware  of  this  resonance:  “In  psychology  this  process  is  more  frequently  labelled  ‘projection.’  We  say  we 
‘project’  the  familiar  images  into  vaguely  similar  shapes  of  clouds.  It  is  well  known  that  this  propensity  or 
our  minds  is  used  in  modem  psychiatry  as  a diagnostic  tool.  In  the  so-called  ‘Rorschach  test,’  standard 
inkblots  are  offered  to  the  subject  for  interpretation”  (105). 
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Radial  reading,  then,  might  certainly  involve  Gombrich's  notion  of  projection,  and  this 
intersection  between  the  two  theories  of  visualization  is  a seminal  nodal  point  in 
theorizing  a discourse  2000. 

The  combined  work  of  McGann  and  Gombrich  is  essential  for  a discourse  2000 
since  both  theorists  point  out,  in  a very  straightforward  manner,  that  the  act  of  reading 
(either  text  or  pictures)  involves  various  physical  and  mental  operations,  some  of  which 
the  reader  may  not  always  be  aware.  In  order  to  withstand  the  image-bombardment  being 
deployed  in  the  current  mediascape,  readers  and  viewers  must  possess  a means  of 
filtration  which  will  allow  them  to  consciously  organize  visual  information  and  arrange  it 
into  manageable  patterns.  But  in  order  to  develop  such  an  apparatus,  we  must  dismiss  the 
notion  of  transparent  communication,  and  accept  the  impossibility  of  a universal 
perspective,  or  of  “a  purely  responsive  act  of  reading — an  act  which  will  decode  the 
transmission  in  precisely  the  way  that  the  sender  desires”  (McGann,  37).  Once  this 
understanding  has  been  achieved,  we  may  be  able  to  recognize  how  “the  filing  systems  of 
our  mind”  work,  and  perhaps  even  externalize  them,  put  them  to  use  as  a practical  tool  for 
organizing  information.  Those  who  partake  in  a discourse  2000  must  be  aware  that  “even 
under  the  best  of  circumstances,  messages  and  their  senders  are  neither  innocent  nor 
completely  reliable, . . . [and]  readers  must  be  prepared  to  defend  themselves  against  both 
the  errors  and  the  perversions  of  those  who  communicate  texts”  (McGann,  37). 

Not  everyone,  however,  would  agree  that  we  live  in  a culture  governed  by  the 
tyranny  of  the  image.  Among  the  skeptics,  surprisingly  enough,  is  Roland  Barthes.  In 
“Rhetoric  of  the  Image,”  Barthes  asserts  that  even  in  today’s  world  of  sophisticated  mass 
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it  appears  that  the  linguistic  message  is  indeed  present  in  every  image:  as  title, 
caption,  accompanying  press  article,  film  dialogue,  comic  strip  balloon.  Which 
shows  that  it  is  not  very  accurate  to  talk  of  a civilization  of  the  image  - we  are 
still,  and  more  than  ever,  a civilization  of  writing,  writing  and  speech  continuing 
to  be  the  full  terms  of  the  informational  structure  (38). 

Still,  this  bold  pronouncement  did  not  stop  Barthes  from  investigating  the  image, 

especially  the  photographic  image,  with  painstaking,  structuralist  detail.  In  “The 

Photographic  Message,”  Barthes  asks:  “How  do  we  read  a photograph?  What  do  we 

perceive?  In  what  order,  according  to  what  progression?”  (28).  He  answers  his  own 

question,  not  by  invoking  mental  sets  or  modes  of  reading,  but  by  identifying  the 

“denoted”  and  “connoted”  messages  of  an  image.  The  denoted  message,  according  to 

Barthes,  designates  the  mimetic  property  of  the  image,  the  image  as  analagon  to  reality. 

The  “connoted”  message  is  more  subtle,  however,  for  it  implies  “the  manner  in  which  the 

society  to  a certain  extent  communicates  what  it  thinks  of  it  (the  image)”  (17).  At  this 

point,  it  may  seem  that  Barthes’s  theory  of  connotation  is  directly  in  line  with  theories  of 

visualization  proposed  by  Gombrich  and  McGann.  But  the  correlation  is  not  so  simple. 

Since  they  all  share  a similar  concept  of  visuality,  we  could  propose  that  Barthes, 
McGann  and  Gombrich  are  all  spokesmen  for  a single,  postmodern,  scopic  regime.  We 
might  even  compare  Barthes's  “connoted  message”  to  McGann's  notion  of  the  “radial,” 
for  both  concepts  attempt  to  account  for  the  various  contexts  interpenetrating  a given 
image.  More  appropriately,  however,  Gombrich's  notions  of  schema  and  projection  are 
similar  to  Barthes's  concept  of  image  connotation.  In  Barthes's  terms,  we  immediately 
decode  an  image  according  to  our  own  “stock  of  signs,”  the  perceptual  sehemata  unique 
to  a given  culture  (21).  “There  is  no  perception,”  Barthes  argues,  following  the 
structuralist  theories  of  Piaget,  “without  immediate  categorization”  (28).  Unlike 
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Gombrich,  however,  Barthes  suggests  that  the  “stock  of  signs”  available  to  each 
individual  is  not  a schema  of  images,  but  a verbal  reservoir.  In  Barthes's  “point  of  view, 
the  image — grasped  immediately  by  an  inner  metalanguage,  language  itself — in  actual 
fact  has  no  denoted  state,  is  immersed  for  its  very  social  existence  in  at  least  an  initial 
layer  of  connotation,  that  of  the  categories  of  language”  (28).  For  Barthes  then,  the 
classification  system  of  the  mind  is  merely  a linguistic  apparatus,  and  hence  there  is  no 
sense  talking  about  mental  sets  composed  of  distinct  images,  shapes  or  patterns.  We  are 
destined  to  remain  a linguistic,  and  not  a pictorial,  civilization. 

This  linguistic  element  of  image-decoding  represents,  for  Barthes,  a perplexing 
conundrum.  It  is  all  the  more  perplexing  since  the  connotative  message  of  an  image  can 
easily  be  manipulated — in  the  press  photo,  for  example — for  political  reasons,  by  simply 
adding  a single  line  of  text.  In  the  case  of  such  manipulations,  the  seeming  objectivity,  the 
seeming  “denotative  innocence”  of  a mechanically  produced  photograph,  acts  as 
camouflage  for  a propagandist  connotation.  Barthes  proposes,  then,  that  Western  culture, 
at  least  within  the  context  of  his  study  of  the  press  photograph,  has  undergone  an  anti- 
pictorial turn.  The  image,  he  insists,  is  always  subordinated  to  the  message  imposed  upon 
it  by  the  w'ritten  text,  whether  it  be  a caption,  a headline  or  some  other  written  form.  “The 
text,”  therefore,  as  Barthes  observes  in  “The  Photographic  Message”,  “constitutes  a 
parasitic  message  designed  to  connote  the  image,  to  ‘quicken’  it  with  one  or  more  second- 
order  signifieds. ...  In  the  relationship  which  now  holds,  it  is  not  the  image  which  comes 
to  elucidate  or  ‘realize’  the  text,  but  the  latter  which  comes  to  sublimate,  patheticize  or 
rationalize  the  image”  (1977:  25).  Should  we  accept  then,  that  in  the  battle  of 
signification,  it  is  the  written  text,  the  linear  logos  that  carries  the  day,  that  stubbornly 
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anchors  the  specific  meaning  of  an  image?  Is  the  image  to  be  labeled  as  the  undisputed 
other  of  the  mediascape?  Or  is  this  true  only  in  the  very  particular  case  of  press 
photographs?  What  about  other  word/picture  combinations,  or  “imagetexts”?  The 
image/text  question  is  central  to  the  invention  of  a discourse  2000,  for  indeed,  such  a 
discourse  will  inevitably  take  the  form  of  an  imagetext,  thereby  transgressing  the 
representational  boundaries  of  the  discourse  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars. 

Evidently,  a rhetoric  of  conflict  has  been  established  by  those  who  have  engaged 
the  image/text  question.  Many  critics  and  theorists  have  suggested  that  wherever  images 
and  texts  share  the  same  space,  there  is  an  unspoken  struggle  taking  place.  Rosalind 
Kraus,  for  example,  observes  that  when  this  contest  takes  place  in  the  space  of  a painting, 
the  text  is  clearly  unseated  from  its  privileged  position.  In  The  Optical  Unconscious, 
Kraus  proposes  that  “as  soon  as  writing  is  “framed”  it  becomes  an  image:  either  “writing” 
turned  into  a decorative  picture  of  itself,  as  in  Breton's  presentations  of  schizophrenic 
production,  or  a projective  matrix  within  which  to  see  images,  as  Polonious  saw  the 
camel  in  the  clouds  or  Leonardo  the  figures  in  the  fire”  (284).  Kraus  notes  that  this 
representational  quirk  was  capitalized  upon  by  abstract  impressionists  such  as  Jackson 
Pollock,  though  it  was  recognized  much  earlier  as  a central  “paradox  of  surrealist  theory” 
(284).  She  draws  on  Magritte's  infamous  painting.  La  trahison  des  images — a pipe, 
rendered  with  naive  simplicity,  floating  weightlessly  above  the  neatly  handwritten 
caption,  “Ceci  n'est  pas  une  pipe” — as  an  example  of  how  the  image  in  a painting  can 


* The  terms  "imagetext"  and  “image/text”  are  taken  directly  from  W.J.T,  Mitchell's  Picture  Theory. 
“Imagetext”  is  simply  used  to  designate  “composite,  synthetic  works  (or  concepts)  that  combine  image  and 
text”  (89n).  Mitchell  employs  the  slash  to  identify  “image/text”  as  “a  problematic  gap,  cleavage,  or  rupture 
in  representation”  (89n). 
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subordinate  the  text,  render  it  absurd,  redundant,  or  nonsensical.  Clearly,  it  would  seem 
that  the  visible  evidence  of  the  pipe  in  Magritte's  painting  causes  the  words  to  appear 

ridiculous.  “Indeed,  this  is  a pipe,”  the 
viewer  might  tell  him/herself,  “the 
words  are  lying.”  But  the  contest,  as  we 
shall  see,  is  not  so  easily  won;  nor  are 
the  rules  as  clear  as  Kraus  portrays  them 
C£xu.  n 'eM  fwu>  um  . ^o  be. 

\-A.  Rene  Mdigv\XXt.  La  tmhison  des  images.  ™ • , • , 

© 1993,  C.  Hersovici/ARS,  New  York.  The  image/text  question  drove 

Michel  Foucault  to  devote  an  entire  study  to  La  trahison  des  images,  the  caption  of  which 

serves  as  a title  to  his  essay.  Foucault’s  “Ceci  n’est  pas  une  pipe”  stresses  the  irreducible 

complexity  of  the  image/text  question,  drawing  on  theoretical  data  proposed  in  The  Order 

of  Things.  In  the  encounter  of  verbal  with  pictorial  media,  Foucault  suggests,  the  point  is 

not  that  one  mode  of  representation  is  more  suggestive  or  more  powerful  than  the  other, 

but  that  the  relation  between  the  two  “is  an  infinite  relation”  (1994:  9).  Foucault  argues 

that  text  and  image  are  inextricably  bound  in  a dialectical  relationship  since  “neither  can 

be  reduced  to  the  other's  terms”  (9).  “It  is  in  vain,”  Foucault  argues,  “that  we  say  what  we 

see;  what  we  see  never  resides  in  what  we  say.  And  it  is  in  vain  that  we  attempt  to  show, 

by  the  use  of  images,  metaphors,  or  similes,  what  we  are  saying;  the  space  where  they 

achieve  their  splendour  is  not  that  deployed  by  our  eyes  but  that  defined  by  the  sequential 

elements  of  syntax”  (9).  Foucault's  argument  then,  is  similar  to  that  of  Barthes;  it  is  not 

that  images  are  less  suggestive  or  powerful  than  words,  but  that  the  meaning  of  any 

picture  or  text  can  only  be  decoded  in  terms  of  the  linear,  sequential  elements  of  written 
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or  verbal  text.  As  a result,  the  verbal  text  seems  to  reign  supreme,  for  it  always  has  the 
last  word,  so  to  speak. 

Despite  the  apparent  ingenuousness  of  Magritte’s  painting,  Foucault  identifies  it 
as  a dialectical  enigma,  a scene  of  seduction  into  which  the  viewer  is  irresistibly  drawn. 

In  a painting  which  might  otherwise  appear  to  be  banally  academic — “My  God,  how 
simpleminded!” — we  are  misled  by  “the  inevitability  of  connecting  the  text  to  the 
drawing  . . . and  the  impossibility  of  defining  a perspective  that  would  let  us  say  that  the 
assertion  is  true,  false,  or  contradictory”  (Foucault,  1983;  19,  20).  Magritte’s  pipe  short- 
circuits  a discursive  apparatus  built  on  the  transparency  of  language  and  the  discrete 
compartmentalization  of  knowledge.  It  presents  a situation  in  which  the  very  foundation 
of  discourse  begins  to  tremble;  “it  isn't  simply  that  the  words  contradict  the  image,  and 
vice  versa,  but  that  the  very  identities  of  words  and  images,  the  sayable  and  the  seeable, 
begin  to  shimmer  and  shift  in  the  composition,  as  if  the  image  could  speak  and  the  words 
were  on  display”  (Mitchell,  1994;  68).  When,  years  after  painting  La  trahison  des  images, 
Magritte  moved  his  pipe  and  caption  to  a blackboard  mounted  on  an  easel  (cf  Les  deux 
mvsteres),  it  is  as  if  he  was  directly  targeting  the  academic  apparatus,  taunting  it  with  a 
fonn  of  discourse  which  it  could  not  possibly  accept.  It  is  in  this  sense  that  Magritte's  pipe 
“is  a teaching  aid,  a piece  of  classroom  apparatus.  Its  purpose,  however,  is  a negative 
lesson,  an  exercise  in  unlearning  or  deprogramming  a set  of  habits  which  are  second 
nature”  (Mitchell,  1994;  67).  For  a discourse  2000,  Magritte’s  pipe  opens  a fissure  from 
which  a new  scholarly  discourse  must  emerge. 
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1-5.  Rene  Magritte,  Les  deux  mysteres.  © 1993,  C. 
Hersovici/ARS,  New  York. 


According  to  W.J.T.  Mitchell,  Foucault’s  short  essay  demonstrates  that  La 
trahison  des  images  is  not  only  a metapicture  which  instructs  us  on  the  “infinite  relation” 
between  image  and  text;  it  is  also  a hypericon  which  “provides  a picture  of  Foucault’s 
way  of  writing  and  his  whole  theory  of  the  stratification  of  knowledge  and  the  relations  of 
power  in  the  dialectic  of  the  visible  and  the  sayable”  (71).  Foucault’s  essay  on  Magritte’s 
pipe  is  indeed  a “picture  theory”:  not  just  a theory  about  pictures,  but  a theory  in  pictures, 
or  in  this  case,  a theoretical  discourse  captured  in  a single  picture.  Taken  in  this  sense, 
Foucault’s  essay,  like  Magritte’s  painting,  short-circuits  the  discursive  apparatus  in  and 
for  which  it  was  written,  which  in  this  case  is  the  apparatus  we  have  called  the  Republic 
of  Scholars.  Evidence  of  this  short-circuiting  lies  in  the  fact  that  Foucault’s  body  of  work 
has  created  a particular  dilemma  in  the  human  sciences,  i.e.  by  introducing  a form  of 
research  which  crosses  boundaries — temporal  and  disciplinary— and  which  calls  for  a 
radical  revision  of  scholarly  research  methodologies.  Most  importantly,  Foucault 
introduces  a certain  graphicness  into  the  apparatus  by  engaging  in  a form  of  research  that 
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is  driven  by  the  picture  and  the  graphic  scene.  As  we  shall  see,  Foucault  is  not  the  only 
scholar  to  engage  in  an  unconventionally  graphic  form  of  critical  discourse. 

Picturing  Theory 

One  could  trace  a history  of  anti-pictorialism  in  Western  philosophy,  from  Plato^ 
to  television-smashing  Luddites.  Indeed,  is  no  surprise  that  written  text  is  privileged  over 
the  image  in  the  area  of  critical  theory.  The  structure  of  the  academic  app<^ratus,  rooted 
firmly  in  a tradition  of  phonocentrism  and  the  stratification  of  knowledge,  programs  the 
manner  in  which  research  is  conducted  and  presented.  W.J.T.  Mitchell  has  observed  that 
“the  corporate,  departmental  structure  of  universities  reinforces  the  sense  that  verbal  and 
visual  media  are  to  be  seen  as  distinct,  separate,  and  parallel  spheres  that  convene  only  at 
some  higher  level  of  abstraction"  (Mitchell,  1994;  85).  Since  verbal  media  is  the  preferred 
vehicle  of  discourse  in  academia,  then  we  might  refer  to  pictorial  modes  of  representation 
as  the  other  of  scholarly  discourse.  It  appears,  then,  that  if  the  mode  of  representation  in 
critical  discourse  is  to  be  rendered  more  graphic,  or  if  the  imagetext  would  come  to  be 
respected  as  a scholarly  mode  of  presentation,  such  a change  would  require,  or  at  least 
metonymically  imply,  some  sort  of  change  at  the  structural  level  of  universities.  This 
type  of  sweeping  structural  transformation  seems  to  be  an  appropriate  goal  for 
practitioners/performers  of  a discourse  2000;  for  any  project  which  accepts 
deconstruction  as  an  a priori  form  of  knowledge  must  necessarily  interfere  “with  solid 
structures,  ‘material’  institutions,  and  not  only  with  discourses  or  signifying 


’ Studies  of  visuality  which  cite  Plato’s  anti-pictorialism  are  legion.  For  an  exemplary  selection,  see 
Gombrich’s  extended  commentary  on  Plato's  view  of  the  “unreliability”  of  the  image  (126). 
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representations”  (Derrida,  1987:  19).  The  critical/theoretical  works  outlined  in  this 

section  are  committed  to  the  interference,  the  interruption  and  deconstruction  of  such 

‘solid  structures’  through  their  graphic  modes  of  discourse,  modes  of  picturing  theory. 

In  an  anthology  entitled  Deconstmction  and  the  Visual  Arts,  the  discourse  of 

picture  theory  intersects  with  the  contrabanding  discourse  of  deconstruction,  and  the 

result  is  a series  of  essays  dedicated  to  challenging  the  phonocentric  assumptions  of  the 

Republic  of  Scholars.  Perhaps  the  greatest  concern  of  deconstruction  as  it  turns  toward 

the  visual  arts  is  to  expose  and  undermine  the  sense-making  codes  which  seem  to 

dominate  conventional  art  history  and  criticism — codes  which  strive,  once  again,  to 

present  a model  of  visual  communication  as  transparent.  As  Brunette  and  Wills  suggest 

in  the  introduction  to  this  anthology, 

it  may  be  this  very  claim  of  the  visual  arts  to  speak  ‘directly’  somehow, 
supposedly  avoiding  the  mediation  inherent  in  verbal  language,  that  is  most  in 
need  of  deconstruction.  Even  in  the  most  abstract  work  of  art,  sense-making 
visual  codes,  sanctioned  by  the  history  of  the  medium,  codes  that  tell  us,  for 
example,  how  to  read  diagonals,  jagged  lines,  circles,  and  so  on  (and  which,  it 
could  be  argued,  constitute  a language  of  sorts),  are  always  operative.  (4) 

Once  again  we  encounter  the  notion  of  coding  as  a primary  element  of  visualization  and 

of  critical  interpretation.  In  the  field  of  Visual  Arts,  as  in  all  other  academic  disciplines, 

we  find  a set  of  institutional  codes  which  are  instilled  through  education  and  which 

account  for  an  endless  proliferation  of  doxa.  Like  the  codes  manipulated  in  the 

advertising  industry,  once  these  critical  codes  have  been  transmitted  from  instructor  to 

student,  they  allow  for  the  easy  propagation  of  ideology. 

The  contributors  to  Deconstruction  and  the  Visual  Arts  demonsrate  that  it  is  not 

enough  to  bring  these  “sense-making  codes”  to  the  surface  and  watch  them  crumble  in  the 
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light  of  day,  but  that  the  formation  of  new  and  unexpected,  even  inappropriate,  codes, 
based  on  contingent  or  obtuse  meanings  must  be  adopted  as  alternative  means  of 
organizing  information.  Each  of  the  writers  in  this  anthology  draws  on  (the  pun  is 
essential,  here)  the  potential  ideographic  nature  of  writing  in  order  to  deconstruct  the 
phonocentric  expectations  of  conventonal  critical  discourse.  Jacques  Derrida,  whose 
interview  with  Peter  Brunette  sets  the  tone  for  the  anthology,  is  of  course,  at  the  fore  of 
such  a deconstructive  undertaking.  In  “+R,”  for  example,  Derrida  offers  a “picto-ideo- 
phonogrammatic”  reading  of  a painting  by  Adami.  Derrida's  “+R,”  we  should  note,  is 
more  than  an  analysis  of,  or  a commentaty  on,  Adami ’s  art;”  it  is  an  attempt  to  transform 
representational  practices  and  prejudices  as  we  know  them  by  invoking  a more  graphic 
critical  methodology.  The  encounter  between  deconstruction  and  the  visual  arts,  then, 
involves  more  than  applying  the  practices  of  deconstruction  to  image  reading;  it  also 
implies  the  importation  of  images  into  the  very  methodology  of  deconstructive  activity.'^ 
It  is  only  through  such  a transgression  of  the  institutional  framework,  only  through  such  a 
contraband  strategy,  that  new  forms  of  pictorial,  critical  methodologies  can  be  invented, 
methodologies  designed  to  subvert  the  doxical  at  all  costs,  methodologies  suitable  to  a 
discourse  network  2000. 

Deconstniction  and  the  Visual  Arts  attests  to  the  fact  that  pictures  provide  an 
extremely  fruitful  ground  for  deconstructive  activity.  As  Derrida  suggests,  “it  is  within  a 
certain  experience  of  spacing,  of  space,  that  resistance  to  philosophical  authority  can  be 
produced.  In  other  words,  resistance  to  logocentrism  has  a better  chance  of  appearing  in 


In  the  words  of  Greg  Ulmer,  "the  issue  is  less  how  art  criticism  can  best  serve  art  than  how  art  can  serve 
as  a fruitful  realm  for  critical  and  theoretical  activity  (1994b:  81). 
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these  types  [that  is,  graphic  types]  of  art”  (in  Brunette  & Wills,  10).  The  obvious 
example  of  this  resistance,  as  1 have  already  suggested,  is  in  the  work  of  the  avant-garde, 
where  we  see  artists  plying  their  trade  in  the  hope  of  altering,  not  only  various 
institutional  frameworks,  but  human  perception  in  general."  The  goal  of  Surrealism,  for 
example,  spearheaded  by  Andre  Breton,  was  to  effect  a transformation  of  everyday  life 
through  the  means  of  another  form  of  contraband:  the  importation  of  psychoanalytic 
theory  into  art.'^  In  The  Optical  Unconscious,  Rosalind  Kraus  explores  the  work  of  a 
variety  of  avant-garde  artists,  from  Max  Ernst  to  Jackson  Pollock,  in  the  attempt  to 
designate  what  Martin  Jay  might  call,  an  alternative  scopic  regime.  In  this  painstaking 
research  experiment.  Kraus  demonstrates  how'  the  avant-garde,  through  its  persistent 
attempts  to  represent  the  unconscious  drives  and  desires  behind  human  perception, 
disrupted,  and  still  haunts  modem  art  and  the  institutions  that  have  come  to  define  it.  The 
Optical  Unconscious  is  not  only  an  indispensable  tool  for  the  study  of  modernism  and  the 
avant-garde,  but  also  for  the  study  and  perhaps  transformation  of  theory  and  criticism  as 
they  are  generally  practiced  today.  Kraus's  work  is  characterized  by  an  innovative  and 
unconventional  graphicness  which  marks  a change  in  the  way  critical  theory  can  be 
perfonned  and  presented. 


" See  Jean-Claude  Lebensztejn's  "Starting  out  from  the  Frame:  Vignettes,"  for  an  account  of  how  the  avant- 
garde  challenged  the  boundary  between  art  and  reality  by  "interfering  with  the  frame"  of  art  (130). 

'■  For  a detailed  analysis  of  surrealist  methodology,  and  its  application  to  current  critical  and  pedagogical 
methodologies,  see  Robert  Ray,  The  Avant-Garde  Finds  Andy  Hardy  and  Gregory  Ulmer,  Heuretics,  both 
discussed  in  the  ensuing  pages. 
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1-6.  Frank 
Stella:  Hyena 
Stomp,  detail. 

OARS,  New 
York. 

Certainly,  the  graphical  richness  of  The  Optical  Unconscious  qualify  it  as  an  art 
aficionado's  fetish-item,  a veritable  archive  of  avant-garde  reproductions,  but  what  makes 
the  book  truly  valuable  is  that  it  possesses  a certain  theoretical  pictorialism,  a certain 
critical  iconicity  even,  that  sets  it  apart  from  other  studies  in  the  visual  arts.  This 

pictorialism  is  evidenced  not  only  in  Kraus's 
persistent  reliance  on  graphs  and  other  visual 
schemata,  but  in  the  images  she  selects  to 
illustrate  her  points,  some  of  which  seem  to  act 
independently  of  any  written  text.  More 
specifically.  The  Optical  Unconscious  is  held 
together  by  a network  of  hypericons:  images 
that  encapsulate  theories  of  knowledge  which 
she  is  attempting,  at  times  with  great  subtlety, 
to  represent.  Since  this  facet  of  Kraus's  work  would  require  the  attention  of  an  entire 
study  in  order  to  be  explained  sufficiently,  we  will  have  to  resign  ourselves  to  a single 
example. 

At  the  beginning  of  each  chapter  of  The  Optical  Unconscious  we  find  an  icon — a 
painting,  drawing,  or  photograph  in  detail — that  serves  as  the  title.  The  title  of  each 


1-7.  Frank  Stella.  Louisianna  Lotteiy  Company. 
© ARS,  New  York. 
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1-8.  Frank  Stella,  Hyena  Stomp. 
© ARS,  New  York. 


I chapter  then,  is  represented  by  a pictorial  mise  en 

I 

I abvme,'^  a conceptually-  and  ideologically-loaded 
I image  that  captures  the  central  argument  of  each 
I chapter.  The  title  of  Chapter  1 , for  example,  a 
chapter  concerning  the  slippage  between  figure  and 
ground  prevalent  in  modem  art,  is  a detail  from 
Frank  Stella's  painting.  Hyena  Stomp.  Although 
Kraus  does  not  comment  on  this  pictorial  chapter  title,  it  is  apparent  that  this  image 
serves  as  a hypericon:  a compact,  painterly  representation  of  her  argument.  In  this  case, 
she  is  arguing  that  the  semiotic  square,  as  employed  by  Greimas  and  the  Klein  group,  is 
an  oversimplified  model  which  propagates  a false  effect  of  transparency  or  objectivity. 
One  might  compare  the  perfect  conceptual  symmetry  of  the  semiotic  grid  with  Stella's 
Louisiana  Lotteiy  Company  (Figure  7),  the  very  first  painting  reproduced  in  the  chapter. 
Although  Kraus  does  not  explicitly  compare  the  semiotic  square  and  Stella's  series  of 
concentric  rectangles,  the  similarity  is  difficult  to  ignore — the  painting  speaks  for  itself 
As  Kraus's  argument  progresses,  the  semiotic  square,  with  its  tidy  binarial 
juxtapositions,  is  rejected  for  Lacan's  L-Schema,  a more  complex  graph  in  which  “the 
relationships  are  in  permanent  circulation,  continuous  flow.  Their  dynamic  is  productive, 
producing  repetition,  and  the  circuit  interrupts  the  perfect  symmetry  of  the  graph”  (24).  It 


'■’  In  "Modernizing  Vision,"  Martin  Jay  identifies  the  mise  en  abyme  as  an  important  device  of  the  baroque, 
the  practitioners  of,  as  we  shall  see  in  the  next  chapter,  include  William  Blake.  We  also  encounter  this 
device  in  the  work  of  Ulmer,  who  finds  in  the  mise  en  abyme  a "formal  device  for  simulating  intuition" 
(Heuretics.  145).  See  Ulmer's  "Op  Writing;  Derrida's  Solicitation  of  Theoria,"  [(in  Displacement:  Derrida 
and  After,  ed.  Mark  Krupnick  (Bloomington:  Indiana  University  Press,  1983)]  for  a more  detailed  account 
of  the  place  of  the  baroque  in  deconstruction. 


57 


is  appropriate  then,  that  from  the  beginning  to  the  end  of  the  chapter,  we  should  progress 
from  the  simple  and  symmetrical  Louisiana  Lottery  Company  to  Stella's  Hyena  Stomp,  a 
trompe  I'oeil  in  which,  what  appears  to  be  a series  of  concentric  squares,  turns  out  to  yield 
a more  complex  pattern — that  of  a spiral,  a rectangular  vortex.  The  suggestive  detail  of 
this  painting  at  the  beginning  of  the  chapter  is  a hypericon  then,  a graphic  representation 
of  what  Kraus  identifies  as  the  central  problem  of  The  Optical  Unconscious',  “to  show 
that  the  depths  are  there,  to  show  that  the  graph's  transparency  is  only  seeming;  that  it 
masks  what  is  beneath  it,  or  to  use  a stronger  term,  represses  it”  (27,  Kraus's  emphasis). 
By  drawing  on  the  work  of  the  avant-garde,  then,  Kraus  invents  a remarkably  graphic 
deconstructive  methodology.  The  Stella  icon  which  appears  at  the  beginning  of  the 
chapter  is  at  once  an  archetype  of  avant-garde  methodology,  a heuristic,  mnemonic 
device,'"*  and  a deconstructive  tool. 

We  could  argue  that  Kraus's  iconic  methodology  would  be  easily  adaptable  to  an 
electronic  environment,  where  the  “icon”  appears  as  frequently  as  the  written  word,  and 
imagetexts  are  the  most  frequent  mode  of  representation.  In  Writing  Space,  a seminal 
historical  over\dew'  of  writerly  spaces  of  representation  from  papyrus  to  the  computer 
terminal.  Jay  Bolter  notes  that  electronic  writing  presents  us  with  the  most  complex  form 
of  visual  communication  since  the  illuminated  manuscript.  “Reading  the  complex 
electronic  page,”  Bolter  explains, 

demands  an  attention  to  text,  image,  and  their  relationships.  Readers  must  move 

back  and  forth  from  the  linear  presentation  of  verbal  text  to  the  two-dimensional 


'■*  The  place  of  mnemonics  in  a discourse  2000  is  discussed  briefly  in  Chapter  2.  For  a more  detailed 
summary  of  the  place  of  mnemonics,  or  “secondary  mnemonics,”  in  the  electronic  age,  see  Greg  Ulmer, 
Heiiretics,  esp,  pp.  19 If 
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field  of  electronic  picture  writing.  They  can  read  the  alphabetic  signs  in  the 
conventional  way,  but  they  must  also  parse  diagrams,  illustrations,  windows,  and 
icons.  Electronic  readers  therefore  shuttle  between  two  modes  of  reading,  or 
rather  they  learn  to  read  in  a way  that  combines  verbal  and  picture  reading.  Their 
reading  includes  activating  signs  by  typing  and  moving  the  cursor  and  then 
making  symbolic  sense  of  the  motions  that  their  movements  produce.  (7 1 ) 

The  protean  nature  of  hypertextual  space  seems  to  be  an  ideal  medium  for 

accommodating  a pictorial,  deconstructive  discourse  such  as  that  of  Kraus.  Certainly,  this 

would  be  the  claim  of  Bolter,  who,  in  Writing  Space,  argues  that  hypertext  confirms,  and 

gives  a visible  structure  to,  deconstructive  textual  theories  that  are  otherwise  difficult  to 

represent  or  comprehend. 

Of  course,  deconstructive  activity  is  not  medium-specific;  but  the  electronic 
writing  space  provides  a more  apt  way  of  representing  the  concepts  of  deconstruction,  and 
is  also  a practical  tool  for  conducting  transgressive  image/text  experiments.  Certainly, 
electronic  media  is  the  ideal  tool  for  delivering  a discourse  2000.  The  multi-noded 
framework  of  information  that  we  have  come  to  know  as  hypertext  can  enable  what 
Robert  Ray  has  called,  “an  alternative  rhetoric,  a way  out  of  the  traditional  prison  of 
sequential  exposition  and  logical  argumenf  ’ (82).  And  in  Hewetics,  Greg  Ulmer 
suggests  that  the  electronic  medium  might  be  used  to  invent  a “hyperrhetoric,”  a rhetoric 
“that  replaces  the  logic  governing  argumentative  writing  with  associational  networks” 

( 1 8).  Furthermore,  hypertext  involves  more  pictorial  forms  of  reading  and  writing  than 
its  print  precursor  (pre- cursor?).  Citing  Marcus  Novak,  Ray  argues  that  with  electronic, 
“poetic  logic,  ‘every  image  [is]  an  index,’  and  ‘meanings  overlap,  but  in  doing  so  call 
forth  associations  inaccessible  to  prose’”  (Novak,  230).  It  should  now  be  obvious  that 
hypertext  is  an  appropriate  tool  for  enframing  a theory  of  discourse  networks,  especially  a 
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theory  of  discourse  networks  2000,  which  is  intended  for  a pictorial,  digital  culture.  But  it 
is  not  just  a matter  of  using  the  electronic  tools  to  visually  represent  certain  tenets — i.e., 
“death  of  the  author,”  “readerly  vs.  writerly  texts,”  “intertextuality,”  etc. — of 
poststructural  theory  (this  is  an  exercise  in  redundancy,  or  perhaps  in  archiving),  but  to 
put  poststructuralism  to  work  in  the  electronic  mills  of  discourse.  The  goal  here  is  to  use 
the  electronic  tools  as  a means  of  inventing  a new  theory,  a new  mode  of  discourse,  a new 
poetics  capable  of  short-circuiting  the  discourse  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars. 

Of  course,  the  electronic  tools  only  account  for  a portion  of  the  new  apparatus.  In 
truth,  we  do  not  know  how  to  use  these  tools  in  a way  that  will  adequately  serve  our  need 
of  inventing  a new  discourse.  There  are  no  Microsoft  software  packages  that  tell  us  how 
to  write  a discourse  2000.  And  so  we  must  look  to  other  poeticians  for  cues  on  how  to 
turn  this  new  technology  into  poetic  machines.  How  would  Marinetti  have  mobilized 
World-Wide  Web  documents  for  the  service  of  Futurism,  for  example?  Although  Ray, 
Ulmer,  Kraus,  and  others  appropriately  turn  to  the  avant-garde  as  a repertoire  of  models 
in  the  formation  of  a new  “poetics,”  examples  of  a more  graphic,  “alternative  rhetoric” 
existed  long  before  Andre  Breton  composed  Nadja.  The  Romantic  poet  and  artist 
William  Blake,  for  example,  was  producing  such  experimental  work  in  the  late  eighteenth 
and  early  nineteenth  centuries,  drawing  on  the  subversive  power  of  imagetexts,  and 
conveying  his  ideology  through  the  invention  of  an  “infernal  method”  of  printing.  We 
might  ask,  then,  what  would  Blake  have  done  with  Photoshop  and  Netscape  on  his 
desktop  rather  than  stipples,  burins,  acids  and  copper  plates?  Such  questions  are 
nonsensical,  of  course,  but  they  are  not  outside  the  boundaries  of  a discourse  2000. 


60 


What  then,  are  we  to  do  with  the  list  of  ingredients  assembled  in  this  chapter?  We 
have  traced  the  paths  of  various  discourses  in  search  of  that  Snark-like  mode  of  critical 
theory  which  has  been  dubbed  a discourse  2000.  Although  we  are  not  fully  aware  yet  how 
such  a machine  might  work  or  what  it  might  produce  exactly,  we  are  at  least  equipped 
with  the  tools  necessary  to  make  it  run.  So  rather  than  dwell  eternally  on  what  we  don’t 
know — the  fault  of  all  scholarship  to  date — perhaps  we  should  move  forward  (if  that  is, 
indeed,  the  direction'*'),  take  stock  of  what  we  do  know,  and  run  the  machine  through  a 
series  of  controlled  experiments.  What  we  do  know  is  that  a discourse  2000  is  geared 
toward  interrupting  the  circuit  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars.  We  know  that  similar 
interruptions  have  been  successful  in  the  avant-garde  arts.  We  know  that  the  closest  thing 
to  such  an  interruption  in  our  field  occurs  through  deconstructive  theory  and  models  of 
discursivity  built  on  the  network  paradigm.  We  know  that  the  goal  of  using  the  theoretical 
appliance  called  a discourse  2000  is  to  transfonn  critical  methodology.  And  finally,  we 
understand  that,  since  this  discourse  is  created  in  and  for  a culture  that  is  both  electronic 
and  picture  oriented,  then  it  must  make  full  use  of  these  representational  tools.  With  this 
knowledge  in  hand,  we  are  almost  ready  to  start  the  machine,  that  is,  to  plug  in  the 
invisible  appliance. 


The  state  of  indirection,  or  perhaps  polydirection  of  the  research  program  at  this  point  distinguishes  it 
from  the  linear,  sequential  directionality  of  a conventional  smdy.  This  state  of  indirection  also  attests  to  the 
nonsensical  nature  of  the  study,  as  we  shall  see  in  the  last  chapter. 


CHAPTER  2 

THE  HYPERICONIC  DE-VISE 


Who  can  tell  the  birth  and  generations  of  so  many  worlds?  Who  can  relate  their 
histories?  Wlw  can  describe  their  inhabitants?  Canst  thou  measure  infinity'  with  a 
line?  Canst  thou  grasp  the  circle  of  infinite  space?  Yet  all  these  depend  upon 
God,  they  hang  upon  Him  as  a child  upon  the  breast  of  its  mother;  He  tempereth 
the  heat  to  the  inhabitant  of  Mercury';  He  provideth  resources  against  the  cold  in 
the  frozen  orb  of  Saturn. 

-Mrs.  Barbauld,  Hymns  for  Little  Children 


Hypericonomy 

We  have  been  taking  an  inventory  of  the  tools  necessary  for  the  invention  of  a 
discourse  2000.  Allow  me  to  add  yet  one  more  tool  to  this  kit  in  order  to  round  things  off 
It  is  a tool  which  I happened  upon  most  recently  in  my  own  personal  surroundings,  and  it 
appears  at  a nodal  point  through  which  scholarly  discourse,  avant-garde  art,  popular 
culture,  and  my  own  autobiography  all  pass.  The  tool  in  question  is  the  vise,  that  common 
workshop  apparatus  “having  two  jaws  adjusted  by  means  of  a screw,  lever,  or  the  like, 
used  to  hold  an  object  firmly  while  work  is  being  done  on  it”  {Random  House  Webster's 
Electronic  Dictionaiy  vl  .5).  With  the  vise,  our  inventory  of  tools  for  a discourse  2000 
takes  a very  literal,  perhaps  nonsensical,  turn.  But  we  require  the  vise  in  this  chapter  to 
hold  the  new  apparatus  in  place  while  the  other  tools  do  their  work.  And  if  all  the  tools  in 
this  makeshift  appliance  manage  to  work  in  conjunction,  we  will  have  a simultaneous 
explanation  and  example  of  how  a discourse  2000  might  look.  Let  us  call  this  makeshift 
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apparatus  a hypericonomy,^  a methodical  device  which  combines  the  networking  strategy 


of  Friedrich  Kittler  with  the  picture  theory  of  W.J.T.  Mitchell.  The  result  is  an  approach 
to  scholarly  praxis  centered  on  the  management,  distribution  and  arrangement  of 
hypericons  over  space  and  time. 

Our  hypericonomy  originates  with  a scene  from  a film  which  cut  very  deeply  into 
the  affective,  psychic,  and  cognitive  levels  of  my  being.  The  film  in  question  is  Casino,  a 
Martin  Scorsese  production,  and  the  hypericonic  scene  here,  is  the  one  involving  a vise 
and  the  head  of  a gangster  named  Tony  Dogs.^ 

INT.  SLOT-MACHINE  SHOP,  LAS  VEGAS  - NIGHT 

MARINO  and  BLUE  are  dragging  TONY  DOGS,  who  is  beaten  to  a pulp,  across 
the  floor  towards  a workshop  table.  NICKY  follows  them. 

NICKY:  (Voice-over)  To  be  truthful  with  you,  I had  to  admire  this  fuckin’  guy. 

He  was  one  of  the  toughest  Irishmen  I ever  met. ...  In  the  end,  1 had  to  put  his 
fuckin’  head  in  a vise. 

NICKY:  Dogs.  Dogs,  can  your  hear  me.  Dogs? 

(DOGS  gasps  and  mumbles.) 

listen  to  me,  Anthony.  1 got  your  head  in  a fuckin'  vise.  I'm  gonna  squash  your 
fuckin’  head  like  a grapefruit  if  you  don't  give  me  a name.  Don’t  make  me  have  to 
do  this,  please.  Come  on.  Don’t  make  me  be  a bad  guy.  Come  on. 

TONY  DOGS:  (With  what  strength  he  as  left)  Fuck  you! 

NICKY:  (To  MARINO  and  BLUE)  This  motherfucker,  do  you  believe  this?  Two 
fuckin’  days  and  nights! 


This  method  was  originally  conceived  of  as  “hypericonology,”  but  this  denotes  more  a science  or 
discipline  directed  toward  the  study  of  hypericons,  and  not  a praxis  or  economy  of  the  hypericon. 
H>periconology  is  the  science  which  W.J.T.  Mitchell  adheres  to  in  Picture  Theory,  and  which  incites  him  to 
confess  that  his  “aim  has  not  been  to  produce  a ‘picture  theory’  (much  less  a theory  of  pictures),  but  to 
picture  theoty  as  a practical  activity  in  the  formation  of  representations”  (1994:  6).  A hypericonomy  is 
indeed  a ‘picture  theory’,  and  the  term  can  be  used  to  denote  either  a method  or  a particular  text  (print  or 
electronic)  in  which  that  method  has  been  employed.  Hence,  we  can  say  “this  or  that  hypericonomy”  is 
generated  by  a method  called  hypericonomy. 

■ The  purpose  of  a footnote  at  this  point  is  to  provide  a warning  to  the  reader  in  the  nature  of  “Parental 
Discretion  Advised”,  before  s/he  proceeds  to  the  Dogs  scene.  Although  some  readers  may  object  to  the 
inclusion  of  such  a violent  scene,  or  to  its  relevance  here,  it  is  an  essential  part  of  this  study,  and  hopefully, 
an  effective  mnemonic  device.  In  the  next  chapter,  we  will  see  how  mnemotechics,  which  are  most  effective 
when  they  draw  on  shocking  or  grotesque  images,  are  a supplementary,  yet  necessary  element  of  a 
hypericonomy.  The  question  of  relevance  shall  be  broached  throughout  the  remainder  of  the  essay, 
especially  in  the  final  chapter. 
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(To  DOGS.)  Fuck  me? 

(NICKY  begins  to  tighten  the  vise.) 

Fuck  me,  you  motherfucker?  (Turning  the  vise.)  Fuck  my  mother?  That’s  what 
you  fuckin’  tell  me? 

(NICKY  angrily  keeps  spinning  the  vise  handle  until  suddenly  one  of  DOGS ’s 
eyes  bulges  out  of  the  socket.) 

Huh?  You  motherfucker,  you,  huh? 

(MARINO  and  BLUE  are  horrified  by  the  sight.  Everybody  freezes.) 

Oh,  God!  Give  me  the  fuckin’  name! 

TONY  DOGS:  Ch-Charlie  M! 

NICKY:  Charlie  M? 

TONY  DOGS:  (Blood  streaming  out  of  his  mouth)  Charlie  M.  ' 

NICKY:  (Screaming)  Charlie  M?  You  make  me  pop  your  fuckin’  eye  out  of  your 
head  to  protect  that  piece  of  shit?  Charlie  M?  You  dumb  motherfucker! 

TONY  DOGS:  (Pleading)  Kill  me,  you  fuck,  kill  me. 

NICKY:  Kill  you,  (unwinds  the  crank)  you  motherfucker  you! 

(To  MARINO.)  Frankie,  do  him  a fuckin’  favor. 

ACE:  (Voice-over)  The  word  got  around  that  finally  . . . 

(MARINO  places  a knife  against  DOGS’s  neck.) 

. . . there  was  a real  gangster  in  town.  Nicky  was  the  new  boss  of  Las  Vegas.^ 

Tony  Dogs,  the  tough  Irishman  who,  according  to  Micky,  was  “just  beggin’  to  be  made  an 
example  of’,  might  be  looked  upon  as  the  iconic  apotheosis  of  daily  life  in  a culture  of 
visualization  and  information.  Unlike  the  typical  casualty  in  an  information-age  film, 
Dogs  does  not  meet  his  demise  at  the  hands  of  an  electrical  apparatus,  but  he  is  the  victim 
of  an  ideological  apparatus,  a veritable  war  machine  which  draws  its  power  from  the 
withholding,  extraction,  and  dissemination  of  information.'*  Dogs  represents  the  horrific 
epitome  of  the  human  mind  (and  body)  placed  under  the  pressure  of  a remorseless 
informational  apparatus. 


^ The  screenplay  from  which  this  excerpt  is  taken  was  written  by  Nicholas  Pileggi.  Casino  (©  1995)  was 
directed  by  Martin  Scorsese. 

There  is  an  inevitable  resonance  here  with  Deleuze  and  Guattari’s  notion  of  the  face  as  an  “abstract 
machine”  which  facilitates  the  operation  of  certain  assemblages  of  power  through  its  cipherability 
(1987:175).  Based  on  this  concept  of  faciality,  one  could  easily  envisage  an  essay  which  depicts  the  vise 
scene  in  Casino  as  a Deleuze/Guattarian  one-act  play.  This  essay,  however,  has  no  place  for  such  a drama, 
for  we  are  dealing  with  heads  here,  and  not  faces. 
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Of  course,  Dogs  is  only  a fictional  character;  it  is  the  viewer  of  this  film  who  is 
the  real  victim  here.  It  is  the  viewer  whose  mental  and  emotional  capacity  is  being  tested 


by  a real  machine:  the  movie  camera.  It  is  the  viewer  who  is  being  zoomed  in  on,  the 
viewer  whose  eyes  pop  out — if  s/he  can  stand  to  watch.  What  is  shocking  about  this  scene 
is  not  that  a gangster  has  died  a gruesome  death  (gangsters  always  have  and  always  will), 
but  that  this  grotesque  scene  has  been  recorded  on  film  and  disseminated  to  an  audience 
of  millions  for  their  general  entertainment.  And  in  this  sense,  the  event  of  a squirming 
viewer  witnessing  this  torture  session  is  an  iconic  scene  as  well,  representing  a different 
sort  of  confrontation  between  the  human  head  and  an  informational  apparatus.  This  film- 
house  or  living-room  scene,  too,  might  be  looked  upon  as  the  apotheosis  and  archetype  of 
a culture  of  visualization. 

Of  course,  exemplary  scenes  such  as  the  one  from  Casino  come  rather  cheaply,  as 
may  be  witnessed  in  any  number  of  essays  which  fall  under  the  rubric  of  “Film  Studies” 
or  “Cultural  Studies,”  and  which  are  dedicated  to  uncovering  the  symptoms  of 
postmodemity  or  even  post-humanity.  We  see  cyborgic,  visile  heads  everywhere  from 


2- 1 . Melancholia  I \0. 
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video  games  to  magazine  ads,  and  their  profusion  is  such  that  one  could,  in  a single  day, 
easily  collect  an  entire  series  of  images  suitable  for  deconstruction  in  the  name  of 
“Cultural  Studies.”  This  is,  I suppose,  the  most  effective  response  for  a cultural  critic 
living  in  an  age  of  image-bombardment.  The  collage  above,  for  example,  was  constructed 
from  a single  issue  of  a popular  magazine  for  computer  geeks.  Can  this  type  of  work  play 
an  active  role  in  a discourse  2000?  Collecting  these  digital  heads  and  pasting  them  into  a 
collage  may  result  in  a certain  aesthetic  effect,  but  this  activity  of  fragmentation  and 
pictorialization  may  be  viewed  as  symptomatic  of  the  very  ideology  which  produced  the 
original  images.  Furthermore,  although  commenting  on  these  images  as  symptoms  of  a 
“post-human”  visual  culture  and  nothing  more  might  earn  one  a dissertation  or  a place  in 
a vogue  journal,  this  is  merely  an  act  of  cataloguing,  an  act  of  archiving  worthy  of  the 
very  discursive  loop — the  loop  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars — which  a discourse  2000  is 
attempting  to  short-circuit. 

What  then,  are  we  to  do  with  these  images,  if,  as  1 have  claimed  in  the  first 
chapter,  such  pictures  are  to  play  an  active  role,  are  to  be  mobilized,  in  a discourse  2000? 
Is  hermeneutic  criticism  our  only  option?  Or  can  we  open  a scholarly  space  to  contain 
digital  art,  advertising,  and  critical  doxa?  The  answer,  1 would  suggest,  is  to  subject  such 
images  to  a hypericonic  investigation.  And  if  the  images  in  the  collage  above  are  to  play  a 
role  in  a hypericonomy,  then  they  must  be  framed  differently. 

Before  we  engage  in  a more  detailed  outline  of  how  to  create  a hypericonomy,  it 
may  be  worthwhile  to  consider  the  collage  above  as  a negative  definition  of  this  practice. 
The  images  above,  as  they  have  been  framed  in  the  collage  and  presented  here  as 
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symptoms  of  a visual  culture,  cannot  be  part  of  a hypericonomic  study  for  the  following 
reasons: 

1 ) First  of  all,  these  images  were  not  consciously  chosen  as  echoes  of 
events  in  the  creator’s  (my)  own  life.  In  order  for  an  image  to  function  as 
part  of  the  new  apparatus,  it  must  be  subjectively  motivated.  The  scene 
from  Casino,  for  example,  is  very  much  a replay  of  my  own  personal 
history,  echoing  an  incident  (fortunately  less  tragic)  in  which  my  brother, 
in  the  course  of  an  argument,  attempted  to  place  my  head  in  a vise.  The 
images  from  the  magazine,  however,  hold  no  such  claim  over  my  personal 
cosmology.  We  eould  argue  that  I have  chosen  them  out  of  some 
unconscious  drive  of  which  I am  not  aware,  but  such  a dispute  would  be 
irrelevant  at  this  stage  in  the  evolution  of  a hypericonomy.^  What’s 
important  is  that  none  of  these  pictures  provoked  me  to  engage  with  them 
immediately  on  a conscious,  affective,  empathetic  level,  as  did  the  image 
of  Dogs. 

2)  These  images  represent  a synchronic  view  of  a given  cultural 
phenomenon.  In  fact,  they  couldn’t  be  much  more  synchronic  since  they 
were  all  reproduced  in  the  same  issue  of  a magazine.  Hypericonomy,  on 
the  other  hand,  strives  for  diachrony.  As  discussed  in  Chapter  1,  a 
discursive  loop  such  as  that  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars,  can  circulate 
across  space  and  time.  The  point  of  the  new  apparatus  is  to  trace  the 
presence  of  the  circuit  as  it  appears  at  various  nodal  points  over  time. 

3)  Although  the  pictures  in  the  collage  all  relate  to  a single  theme — the 
confrontation  of  the  head  with  an  informational  apparatus — they  are  not 
iconologically  consistent.  Certainly,  we  have  a series  of  heads  undergoing 
transformation  by  a variety  of  technological  implements,  but  there  is  no 
specific  visual  echo  to  be  perceived  here,  no  pictorial  leitmotif  except 
perhaps,  between  the  images  which  involve  visualization  devices  such  as 
VR  goggles.  A hypericonomy  requires  the  consistent  treatment  of  a very 
specific  scene  or  pictorial  element  whieh  is  discernible  in  various  contexts. 

The  simpler  the  element,  the  more  effective  the  hypericon. 

These  three  categories  might  be  classified  under  the  following  three  headings: 

Subjectivation,  Diachrony,  and  Repetition.  These  are  the  constituent  elements  of  a 

hypericonomy,  and  they  will  be  elaborated  in,  and  through,  this  essay. 


^ In  the  next  chapter,  we  will  inv  estigate  the  place  of  the  unconscious  in  h>'periconomy  by  comparing  it  to 
the  concept  of  ayptonomy,  as  developed  in  detail  by  Abraham  and  Torok  in  The  Wolf  Man 's  Magic  Word: 
A Ciyptonomy  (Miimeapolis:  University  of  Minnesota  Press.  1986). 


67 


Consolidation  and  Restitution 

Any  written  work  which  claims  to  convey  a post-hermeneutic  mode  of  discourse 
must  account  for  the  fact  that  the  work  “cannot  remain  within  the  little  parallelepiped  that 
contains  it:  its  unity  is  variable  and  relative.  As  soon  as  one  questions  that  unity,  it  loses 
its  self-evidence;  it  indicates  itself,  constructs  itself,  only  on  the  basis  of  a complex  field 
of  discourse”  (Foucault,  1971:  23).  One  can  account  for  this  overwhelming  fact  in  many 
ways,  the  most  tempting  of  which,  perhaps,  is  to  ignore  the  complexity  of  the  “field” 
altogether,  and  proceed  like  a blind  plowman.  Another  possibility  is  to  follow  the  furrows 
of  another  plowman.  Yet  another  (impossible)  possibility  is  to  attempt  to  trace  all  of  the 
lines  of  flight  that  cross  one’s  path  in  the  field.  Perhaps  the  latter  of  the  three  possibilities 
would  best  represent  the  fact  that  “the  frontiers  of  a book  are  never  clear-cut;  beyond  the 
title,  the  first  lines,  and  the  last  full  stop,  beyond  its  internal  configuration  and  its 
autonomous  form,  it  is  caught  up  in  a system  of  references  to  other  books,  other  texts, 
other  sentences:  it  is  a node  within  a network”  (23).  But  we  should  leave  this  task  to  a 
super-archivist  of  the  future,  or  to  the  pages  of  a Borgesian  story.  As  is  the  case  with  any 
emergent  methodology,  there  is  a series  of  debts  to  be  paid  here,  to  those  whose  ideas 
cross  at  the  methodological  node  that  1 have  called  hypericonomy.  However,  to  trace  all 
of  the  methodological  discourses  which  radiate  from  the  triad  of  constituent  elements 
outlined  above  would  be  a Sysiphean  project  involving  an  endless  pursuit  of 
concatenations.  And  so  I offer  here,  once  again,  a sampling  of  discourses  (influences, 
precursors,  near  misses)  which  circulate  through  this  method.  Not  a wild  goose  chase, 
then,  but  a brief  stroll  through  the  forest,  in  the  manner  of  a birdwatcher  with  a pair  of 


binoculars. 
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W.J.T.  Mitchell  - Hypericon,  Metapicture,  Imagetext. 

The  term  hypericon,  as  we  have  already  seen  in  Chapter  1,  is  defined  by  W.J.T. 
Mitchell  as  “a  piece  of  moveable  cultural  apparatus,  one  which  may  serve  a marginal  role 
as  illustrative  device  or  a central  role  as  a kind  of  summary  image  . . . that  encapsulates  an 
entire  episteme,  a theory  of  knowledge”  (1994:  49).  The  most  concrete  example  of  a 
hypericon  offered  by  Mitchell  is,  of  course,  Magritte’s  La  trahison  des  images,  as 
hypericonized  by  Michel  Foucault.  Instances  of  the  hypericon  seem  to  abound  in  the 
history  of  philosophy;  “Plato's  cave,  Aristotle's  wax  tablet,  Locke's  dark  room, 
Wittgenstein's  hieroglyphic  are  all  examples  of  the  ‘hypericon’  that,  along  with  the 
popular  trope  of  the  ‘mirror  of  nature,’  provide  our  models  for  thinking  about  all  sorts  of 
images — mental,  verbal,  pictorial,  and  perceptual”  (1986:  6).  It  is  important  to  note  that 
these  examples,  including  Foucault’s  use  of  Magritte  to  “expose  the  crucial  fault-line  in 
‘scopic  regimes’”(Mitchell,  1994;  12),  are  not  only  hypericons,  but  each  one  is  a 
metapicture  as  well — a picture  “that  is  used  to  show  what  a picture  is”  (35).  In  fact,  I 
would  argue  that  all  hypericons  are  metapictures,  in  the  sense  that  each  one  encapsulates 
a theory  of  seeing,  a way  of  picturing  things.^  Mitchell  himself  reminds  us  that  “as  the 
words  ‘reflection,’  ‘speculation,’  and  ‘theory,’  indicate,  there  is  more  than  a casual 
relation  between  visual  representation  and  the  practice  called  theorizing  {theoria  comes 
from  the  Greek  word  ‘to  see’)”  (82).  To  be  a hypericonomist,  one  must  also  be  a creator 


^ My  goal  here  is  not  to  confuse  the  concepts  of  metapicture  and  hypericon  as  defined  by  Mitchell,  but  to 
fuse  them.  Any  metapicture — a picture  which  self-reflexively  conveys  a theory  of  visualization — can  be 
seen  as  a hypericon,  since  a theory  of  visualization  necessarily  implies  an  episteme,  a theory  of  knowledge, 
a way  of  looking  at  things.  The  point  of  this  apparent  syllogism  is  to  promote  a closer  unity  of  theory  and 
practice,  and  to  foster  an  awareness  of  the  interplay  between  form  and  content  in  theoretical  praxis. 
Theories  of  visualization  are  theories  of  knowledge;  representation  is  theory;  and  yes,  the  medium  can  be 
the  message. 


69 


from  the  Greek  word  ‘to  see’)”  (82).  To  be  a hypericonomist,  one  must  also  be  a creator 
of  metapictures,  viewing  the  latter  not  as  a “subgenre  within  the  fine  arts  but  a 
fundamental  potentiality  inherent  in  pictorial  representation  as  such”  (82). 

This  inevitably  raises  the  following  question:  how  does  someone  who  has  little  or 
no  training  in  the  fine  arts  invent  or  discover  a metapicture,  let  alone  a hypericon?  My 
answer  would  be  that  anyone  engaged  in  a critical  or  philosophical  praxis  can  create  a 
metapicture  or  hypericon,  and  one  need  not  be  a veritable  philosophical  “icon”  the  likes 
of  Aristotle,  Locke,  or  Wittgenstein  (none  of  whom  were  artists  per  se)  in  order  to  do  so. 
All  Wittgenstein  had  to  do  was  sketch  the  simple  outline  of  a duck-rabbit,  a childhood 
picture-game,  in  his  notebook,  and  he  had  created  a hypericon  which  encapsulates  his 
theories  of  the  instability  of  interpretation  (Mitchell,  1994:  50).  This  is  not  a sophisticated 
image  such  as  Las  Meninas,  nor  is  it  as  complex  as  the  Allegory  of  the  Cave,  yet  it  serves 
to  enframe  an  entire  episteme.  Hypericons  can  be  found  almost  anywhere,  even  as 
“occasions  of  middle-brow  leisure  and  amusement,”  in  magazines,  comics,  and  children’s 
books.  Mitchell  himself  draws  on  an  issue  of  Mad — a magazine  which  targets  boys  from 
the  ages  of  twelve  to  fifteen — in  order  to  demonstrate  that  the  relation  between  the 
seeable  and  the  sayable  is  “one  of  negation  and  interdiction,  a site  where  power,  desire, 
and  knowledge  converge  in  strategies  of  representation”  (82).  Of  course,  the  duck-rabbit 
and  the  image  from  Mad  are  not  hypericons  or  even  metapictures  until  Wittgenstein  and 
Mitchell,  respectively,  make  them  so.  Anyone,  then,  can  create  metapictures  or 
hypericons,  as  long  as  s/he  is  willing  to  “to  give  theory  a body  and  visible  shape  that  it 
often  wants  to  deny,  to  reveal  theory  as  representation”  (Mitchell,  1994:418). 
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If  a picture  is  to  exist  as  a 
metapicture,  then,  it  must  be  accompanied 
by  a verbal  discourse,  a theory  which  is,  at 
last,  given  a body.  This  encounter  of  the 
visual  and  verbal  in  the  same  space  is,  as 
we  have  already  seen,  what  Mitchell  has 

2-2.  Wittgenstein's  Duck-Rabbit,  in  Philosophical 

Investigations  (Cambridge,  MA:  Blackwell 
dubbed  the  imagetext.  It  appears  then,  that  Publishers  1958) 

the  metapicture,  hypericon,  and  imagetext,  are  interdependent,  each  one  playing  a role  in 
what  Mitchell  has  called  Picture  Theoiy.  And  when  all  three  are  rolled  together,  this 
hybrid  mode  of  discourse  can  be  used  to  demonstrate  “the  inescapable  heterogeneity  of 
representation,  to  show  that  the  body  we  give  to  theory  is  an  assemblage  of  prostheses 
and  artificial  supplements,  not  a natural  or  organic  form”  (Mitchell,  1994:418).  But 
Picture  Theory  is  not  hypericonomy.  Although  Mitchell  is  the  most  essential  cog  in  the 
hypericonic  machine,  his  work  lacks  the  elements  of  subjectivation,  diachrony,  and 
repetition  that  characterize  the  new  apparatus.  If  we  were  to  ask  ‘How  does  the  Mad 
image  position  the  subject,  W.J.T.  Mitchell?’  and  ‘How  is  this  Mad  image  repeated 
throughout  history?  How  does  it  define  a given  discursive  circuit?’,  then  we  would  be 
thinking  as  hypericonomists;  then  we  would  be  working  with  the  knowledge  that 
Mitchell’s  book  cannot  “remain  within  the  little  parallelipiped  that  contains  it,”  and  that 
theory  is  indeed,  “an  assemblage  of  prostheses  and  artificial  supplements,  not  a natural  or 
organic  form.”  In  order  for  a hypericonomy  to  function,  the  “notoriously  migratory” 
(Mitchell,  1994:57)  metapicture  must  be  examined  as  a node  in  a network  of  discourses. 
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Erwin  Panofsky  - Synthetic  Intuition 

No  essay  which  concerns  the  icon  can  escape  the  shadow  of  Erwin  Panofsky. 
Mitchell  suggests  that  Panofsky’s  “magisterial  range,  his  ability  to  move  with  authority 
from  ancient  to  modem  art,  to  borrow  provocative  and  telling  insights  from  philosophy, 
optics,  theology,  psychology,  and  philology,  make  him  an  inevitable  model  and  starting 
point  for  any  general  account  of  what  is  now  called  ‘visual  culture’”  (1994: 16).  Indeed, 
Panofsky  is  an  impressive  and  imposing  figure  in  the  history  of  cultural  and  art  criticism. 
Whether  Panofsky  should  be  crowned  as  “the  Saussure  of  art  history”^  for  his  theories  on 
the  development  of  perspective,  is  a question  that  may  linger  forever  in  some  circles. 

What  is  certain  is  that,  even  though  the  man  himself  may  not  be  a model  for  how  to 
conduct  research  on  ‘visual  culture,’  his  diversely-informed  strategy  may  certainly  be 
considered  as  a model  for  how  to  conduct  research  in  a contemporary  ‘visual  culture.’ 

Our  visual,  electronic  culture,  calls  for,  and  can  foster,  a model  of  research  built 
on  interdisciplinarity,  an  organizing  concept  that  fuelled  Panofsky’s  critical  fire. 
Unfortunately,  Panofsky’s  model  of  interdisciplinarity  leaves  no  room  for  multivocality, 
or  even  for  the  individual  subject  for  that  matter,  and  hence  it  will  not  suffice  as  a model 
for  the  aspiring  hypericonomist.  Panofsky’s  method  of  pursuing  an  image — Father  Time 
or  Blind  Cupid,  for  example — across  time  and  space,  and  bringing  diverse  fields  of 
information  into  the  decipherment  of  that  image  is,  in  effect,  a mirror  reflection  of  the 
practice  of  hypericonomy.  Whereas  Panofsky  views  the  icon  as  the  subject  of  inquiry,  and 
the  various  discourses  of  inquiry  as  the  tools  of  his  trade,  a hypericonomist  views  the  icon 


^ Giulio  Argan,  in  The  Language  of  Images,  ed.  W.J.T.  Mitchell  (Chicago:  University  of  Chicago  Press, 
1980). 
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as  the  methodological  tool,  and  the  discourses  (i.e.,  the  discourse  of  the  Republic  of 
Scholars)  as  the  subjects  of  inquiry.  Thus,  Panofsky  fulfils  the  requirements  of  diachrony 
and  repetition  required  of  a hypericonomy,  but  his  method,  as  diversely  informed  as  it  is, 
is  conducted  as  if  it  were  an  objective  science,  “an  organic  and  indivisible  process,” 
(1962:17).  Panofsky’s  iconology  is,  above  all,  a method  of  containment,  a totalizing 
strategy  which  advances  by  refusing  to  accept  the  body  of  theory  as  “an  assemblage  of 
prostheses  and  artificial  supplements.”  A hypericonomy,  on  the  other  hand,  advances  “not 
by  totalizing  but  by  relaying,  connecting,  converging  and  prolonging”  (Deleuze, 

1986:30).  Hypericonomy  is  a method  of  dispersion,  and  has  no  pretensions  of  being 

g 

organic  or  universal. 

The  model  of  Cultural  Studies  as  practised  by  Panofsky  is  nearly  impossible  to 
emulate.  Panofsky  is,  in  every  sense,  a Renaissance  man,  a single  author  writing  under  the 
fading  aegis  of  Genius.  Although  his  work  is  interdisciplinary,  it  is  also  individual, 
magesterial,  even  He  claims  for  it  a certain  universality,  a certain  organicity,  as  we  have 
seen.  But  there  are  leaks  in  the  model — the  centre  cannot  hold.  Panofsky’s  notion  of 
“synthetic  intuition,”  for  example,  an  essential  tool  in  his  “equipment  for  interpretation,” 
demonstrates  that  iconology  is  not  as  much  of  a science  as  he  would  like  it  to  be. 
Described  as  “familiarity  with  the  essential  tendencies  of  the  human  mind  . . . conditioned 
by  personal  psychology  and  'Weltanschauung’",  synthetic  intuition  admits  the  subject 

g 

In  The  Archaeolog}'  of  Knowledge,  Foucault  asserts  that  “a  total  description  draws  all  phenomena  around 
a single  centre — a principle,  a meaning,  a spirit,  a world-view,  an  overall  shape;  a general  history,  on  the 
contrary,  would  deploy  the  space  of  a dispersion”  (1971:10).  In  this  sense,  Hypericonology — a method 
which  resists  the  notion  of  a universal  principle,  meaning  or  world-view  (except  perhaps  the  view  that  there 
is  no  universal  view)  might  be  looked  upon  as  a “general  history,”  a method  of  dispersion,  and  not  as  a 
totalizing  history.  The  confluence  of  this  model  of  “dispersion”  with  Deleuze  and  Guttari’s  “rhizome” 
model  is  dealt  with  in  the  final  chapter  of  this  study. 
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into  the  objective  science  of  iconology  ( 1 5).  Tip-toeing  on  the  shadowy  edge  of  the 
scholarly  discursive  loop,  synthetic  intuition  is  a faculty  which  “may  be  better  developed 
in  a talented  layman  than  in  an  erudite  scholar”  (15).  But  rather  than  accepting  the 
presence  of  contingency  and  subjectivity  in  the  practice  of  Cultural  Studies,  Panofsky 
warns  that  synthetic  intuition  can  be  “dangerous”,  and  must  therefore  be  “controlled  by  an 
insight  into  the  manner  in  which,  under  varying  historical  conditions,  the  general  and 
essential  tendencies  of  the  human  mind  were  expressed  by  specific  themes  and  concepts" 
(16).  This,  in  turn,  implies  a knowledge  of  what  Panofsky  calls  the  “history  of  style.” 
Synthetic  intuition,  then,  is  admitted  into  the  critical  process,  only  to  be  overshadowed  by 
an  objective  conception  of  history.  As  in  all  research  programs  directed  by  the  Republic 
of  Scholars,  in  iconology,  the  subject  is  never  foregrounded. 

Panofsky’s  acknowledgement  that  privileging  the  “history  of  style”  as  a universal 
reference  point  for  all  interpretation  is  indeed  a ‘‘‘‘circidus  methodicus",  “a  circle,  though 
not  a vicious,  but  a methodical  one,”  is  another  clear  indication  that  iconology  is  a 
method  which  clings  tightly  to  the  discursive  loop  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars.  This  is 
where  hypericonomy  must  depart  altogether  from  iconology.  For  the  latter  refuses  to 
allow  the  subject — even  when  faced  by  its  inevitable  presence — into  the  method,  while 
the  former  relies  entirely  on  the  admission  of  the  subject  in(to)  the  research  methodology. 
And  if  this  means  that  hypericonomy  threatens  to  behave  “not  like  ethnology  as  opposed 
to  ethnography,  but  like  astrology  as  opposed  to  astrogrography,”  then  so  be  it  (Panofsky, 
1955:32).  Perhaps  astrology,  a mode  of  knowledge-acquisition  which  relies  heavily  on 
chance,  is  a much  better  analogy  for  the  critical  method  described  here. 
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C.G.  Jung  - Archetype 

“Just  as  the  human  body  represents  a whole  museum  of  organs,  each  with  a long 
evolutionary  history  behind  it,  so  we  should  expect  to  find  that  the  mind  is  organized  in  a 
similar  way.  It  can  no  more  be  a product  without  history  than  is  the  body  in  which  it 
exists”  (Jung,  67).  It  is  this  conception  of  the  “mind’s  history”  which  would  lead  Jung  to 
put  forth  his  theory  of  the  archetype.  Drawing  on  Freud’s  notion  of  “archaic  remnants,” 
Jung  describes  the  archetype  as  a mental  form  “whose  presence  cannot  be  explained  by 
anything  in  the  individual’s  own  life  and  which  seem  to  be  aboriginal,  innate,  inherited 
shapes  of  the  human  mind”  (67).  Jung’s  theory  of  the  archetype  seems  to  cover  the 
ground  that  Panofsky  fears  to  tread — the  ground  of  the  individual  subject.  Not  only  does 
Jung  harbour  a belief  in  the  diachronic  repetition  of  symbolic  images,  but  he  also 
connects  these  images  to  the  pervasiveness  of  subjective  motivation.  To  counter 
Panofsky’s  positivistic  iconology,  we  have  Jung’s  ultra-subjective  physio/cognitive 
theory  that  “every  experience  contains  an  indefinite  number  of  unknown  factors,  not  to 
speak  of  the  fact  that  every  concrete  object  is  always  unknown  in  certain  respects, 
because  we  cannot  know  the  ultimate  nature  of  matter  itself’  (23).  Even  so,  the 
unknowability  of  matter  would  only  set  the  stage  for  Jung’s  positivistic  theory  of  the 
archetype,  a theory  which  claims  to  clear  up  a number  of  psychic  factors  previously 
unknowable  before  Jung’s  time. 

The  mystery  of  the  “ultimate  nature  of  matter”  does  not  stop  Jung  from  issuing  a 
more  or  less  “totalizing”  psychiatric  apparatus.  The  role  of  the  archetype  is  to  provide 
evidence  of  a certain  homogeneity  which  makes  human  experience  more  explicable.  This 
ultimately  results  in  a “sameness,”  a “flattening”  of  subjective  experience  which  works 
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primarily  to  the  advantage  of  the  analyst.  Jung’s  theory  of  the  “collective  unconscious”, 
or  of ‘“collective  representations,’  emanating  from  primeval  dreams  and  creative 
fantasies”  (55)  is,  in  essence,  a method  of  containment;  so  much  so,  in  fact,  that  it  was 
easily  adopted  by  the  Republic  of  Scholars  as  a critical  methodology.^  In  the  succeeding 
chapters  of  this  study,  the  notion  of  a “collective  unconseious”  will  be  combined  with  the 
more  contemporary  offshoots  of  the  “political”  and  “optical”  unconscious  ;n  order  to 
explore  the  possibility  of  an  electronic  dialectic  based  not  on  assimilation,  but  on 
difference  and  dispersion.  What  matters  for  the  moment,  however,  is  to  show  that  Jung’s 
notions  of  “symbol”  and  “archetype”  are  too  restrictive  to  serve  as  models  in  a 
hypericonomy.  Whereas  Jung  claims  that  “No  genius  has  ever  sat  down  with  a pen  or  a 
brush  in  his  hand  and  said:  ‘Now  1 am  going  to  invent  a symbol’,”  the  hypericonomist 
claims  that  anyone  can  invent  a symbol  which  “hints  at  something  not  yet  Known”  (Jung, 
55)  and  use  it  as  a tool  for  the  acquisition,  storage,  and  dissemination  of  knowledge. 
Claude  Levi-Strauss  - Myth 

Although  the  comparison  may  not  be  appropriate,  Levi-Strauss,  like  Jung,  could 
be  a useful  model  for  hypericonomy  since  he  conceives  of  myth  as  a pervasive 
phenomenon  which  transcends  time  and  space.  Levi-Strauss’s  drive  toward  “totalization”, 
however,  surpasses  even  that  of  Jung,  and  his  call  for  an  organic  system  is  far  more 
ambitious  than  that  of  Panofsky.  On  the  first  page  of  The  Raw  and  the  Cooked,  for 
example,  Levi-Strauss  makes  his  universalizing,  even  positivistic,  intentions,  quite  clear: 
“1  intend  to  carry  out  an  experiment,  which,  should  it  prove  suceessful,  will  be  of 

’ The  most  famous  example,  perhaps,  of  the  application  of  the  archetype  to  critical  theory  is  Northrop 
Frye’s  classic  The  Anatomy  of  Criticism.  For  an  extended  critique  of  myth-criticism,  see  Norman  Holland, 
The  Dynamics  of  Literaiy  Response  (New  York:  Oxford,  1968),  esp.  pp.  243-261. 
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universal  significance,  since  I expect  it  to  prove  that  there  is  a kind  of  logic  in  tangible 

qualities  and  to  demonstrate  the  operation  of  that  logic  and  reveal  its  laws”  (1970:1).  And 

his  drive  toward  organicity  is  revealed  quite  succinctly  in  the  following  passage  from 

Su-uctural  Anthropology',  in  which  he  describes  his  method  of  accounting  for  the 

phenomena  of  magic,  religion,  and  sorcery: 

In  contrast  with  scientific  explanation,  the  problem  here  is  not  to  attribute 
confused  and  disorganized  states,  emotions,  or  representations  to  an  objective 
cause,  but  rather  to  articulate  them  into  a whole  or  system.  The  system  is  valid 
precisely  to  the  extent  that  it  allows  us  to  understand  the  intellectual  condition  of 
man,  in  which  the  universe  is  never  charged  with  sufficient  meaning  and  in  which 
the  mind  always  has  more  meanings  available  than  there  are  objects  to  which  to 
relate  them.  (1967:176-78) 

In  a passage  which  echoes  Jung’s  uncertainties  about  the  unknowable  “nature  of  matter,” 
Levi-Strauss  acknowledges  the  existence  of  contingency  in  everyday  life,  but  refuses  to 
acknowledge  its  vast  influence  on  the  “intellectual  condition  of  man”  when  that  “man”  is 
himself,  the  researcher. 

Levi-Strauss’s  work  on  myth  must  be  admired  for  its  complexification  of  cultural 
phenomena.  He  comes  closest,  perhaps,  to  producing  a theory  of  discourse  networks  than 
any  other  cultural  theorist  before  Foucault.  Yet  although  Levi-Strauss’s  complex, 
networking  charts  seem  to  present  a vision  of  culture  as  a vast  web  of  diverse  discourses, 
the  charts,  in  effect  serve  only  to  reduce  the  complexities,  to  tame  them  into  the  rubrics  of 
an  organic  system.  In  this  way,  Levi-Strauss’s  work  is  useful  as  a model  for 
hypericonomy,  but  only  as  a negative  example,  since  he  demonstrates,  quite  visually,  in 
fact,  the  haunting  persistence  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars,  and  its  ability  to  saturate  all 
fields  of  knowledge  from  literary  criticism  to  anthropology.  We  cannot  help  but  recognize 
in  Levi-Strauss’s  infinite  charting  of  the  dialectical  relationship  between  myth  and 
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empirical  facts,  the  traits  of  those  organic,  tabular  structures  of  the  Renaissance,  whose 
mapping  of  dialectical  relationships  would  prove  to  be  the  cornerstone  of  the  discourse  of 
the  Republic  of  Scholars. 

Roland  Barthes  - Bourgeois  Myth 

No  discussion  of  myth  which  aspires  toward  a hypericonomy  would  be  complete 
without  a resolute  consideration  of  Roland  Barthes’s  Mythologies.  Unlike  Panofsky, 
Barthes  does  not  undertake  a diachronic  study  of  myth,  and  his  approach  is  not  nearly  as 
conventional  or  “scientific”  per  Barthes  confronts  us  with  his  “synchronic  sketch”  of 
contemporary  bourgeios  myth,  guided  by  a deliberate  political  agenda.  Barthes  is  very 
much  like  Panofsky,  however,  in  that  he  provides  us  with  a mirror  image  of  how  to 
conduct  a hypericonic  study.  Just  as  we  might  view  Panofsky’s  “icon”  as  a tool  for 
conducting  research,  we  might  also  view  Barthes’s  notion  of  myth — that  which  he  so 
ardently  deconstructs — as  a useful  tool  in  a research  program.  This  would  require, 
however,  the  suspicious  act  of  turning  myth  inside-out. 

Barthes’s  critique  of  bourgeois  myth  is  contingent  on  the  fact  that  in  myth,  the 
arbitrariness  of  the  sign  is  robbed  so  that  the  signification  is  frozen  in  place,  consciously 
motivated  by  a political/economic  (bourgeois)  agenda.  “The  mythical  signification,” 
Barthes  tells  us,  “is  never  arbitrary;  it  is  always  in  part  motivated,  and  unavoidably 
contains  some  analogy”  (1992:126).  It  is  this  non-arbitrary  aspect  of  myth,  a directionality 
imposed  by  bourgeois  fantasy-makers,  that  disgusts  Barthes,  the  incurable  dandy,  to  the 
point  of  “nausea”  (126).  The  poetry  of  child-prodigy  Minou  Drouet  is  a case  in  point,  a 


thorn  in  Barthes’s  dandy  side: 
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A tree  is  a tree.  Yes,  of  course.  But  a tree  as  expressed  by  Minou  Drouet  is  no 
longer  quite  a tree,  it  is  a tree  which  is  decorated,  adapted  to  a certain  type  of 
consumption,  laden  with  literary  self-indulgence,  revolt,  images,  in  short  with  a 
type  of  social  usage  which  is  added  to  pure  matter.  ( 1 09) 

A hypericonomy  would  reply  by  stating  that  a tree  is  never  a tree  of  course.  The  most 

simple  visual  image  evokes  an  infinite  array  of  concatenations  which  vary  from  viewer  to 

viewer.  When  I see  a circle,  for  example,  1 may  unconsciously  associate  it  with 

imprisonment,  infinity,  or  a hula-hoop.  When  someone  else  sees  the  same  circle,  they 

may  think  of  perfection,  the  sun,  the  ring  she  is  twisting  on  her  finger,  etc.  What  one  sees 

when  faced  by  a circle  is  infinitely  variable  according  to  subject  positioning,  and  the  same 

goes  for  a tree.  “Mental  images,”  W.J.T.  Mitchell  tells  us  in  Iconolog}',  are  unstable  and 

impermanent:  “if  1 say  ‘green,’  some  listeners  may  see  green  in  their  mind’s  eye,  but 

some  may  see  a word,  or  nothing  at  all”  (13).  The  hypericonomist  would  argue  that  all 

images  are  mental  images  in  that  they  are,  at  some  level,  experienced  through  the  psyche 

and  the  body,  and  hence  their  meaning  is  always  motivated  by  the  subject.  In  the  words  of 

William  Blake,  “A  fool  sees  not  the  same  tree  that  a wise  man  sees”  (Erdman,  35).  The 

next  step  is  to  take  this  understanding  of  visual  apperception,  and  integrate  it  into  a 

method  of  critical/theoretical  analysis. 

Myth,  Barthes  tells  us,  has  such  an  incredible  capacity  for  motivating — 

essentially,  condensing  and  displacing — information,  that  it  can  cause  us  to  see  “the 

whole  of  Moliere  ...  in  a Doctor’s  Ruff’  (127).  But  rather  than  surrendering  myth  to  the 

demystifying  enterprise  that  characterizes  Marxist  critique  today,  and  which,  in  the  worst 

of  cases,  might  lead  us  “to  speak  against  a little  girl”  ( 1 29),  we  have  the  option  of  turning 

myth  against  itself,  of  producing  an  '’‘‘artificial  myth"  (135).  Barthes  does  not  go  into 
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detail  about  how  such  an  artificial  mythology  might  work, 
but  the  hypericonomist  should  pick  up  on  this  cue,  and 
recognize  its  methodical  potential.  The  hypericonomist 
must  conduct  him/herself  as  a mythologist,  not  in  the 
Barthesian  sense  of  a semiologist  or  myth-interpreter,  but 
in  the  opposite  sense  of  myth-maker,  producer  of  myths. 

© Sega  Corporation. 

The  reasoning  behind  an  artificial  myth  need  not  be  consciously  political  or  economic 
(although  it  will  always  be  viewed  as  such  by  a second-order  mythification),  as  is  the  case 
of  bourgeois  myth,  but  it  might  be  used  as  a means  of  turning  bourgeois  myth  against 
itself  The  motivation  for  this  new  mythical  discourse  should  always  be  personal  and 
subjective,  driven  by  an  intuition,  and  guided  by  the  logic  of  conduction. 

As  an  example  of  artificial  myth,  1 offer  the  pouting  face  of  a Saturnine  adolescent 
girl"  taken  from  a video-game  ad,  and  suggest  that  she  might  take  the  central  role  in  a(n 
imaginary)  mythical  investigation.  This  investigation  would  attempt  to  locate 
the  Saturn  Lady  in  the  discursive  circuit  of  melancholia  from  Burton’s  Anatomy  to  the 
present,  drawing  on  visual  echoes  of  her  presence  in  the  history  of  this  circuit  (engravings 
of  melancholics,  paintings  of  the  Madonna,  etc.).  Such  mythologizing  would  rob  the 
mass-market  image  of  its  myth  (myth  of  coolness?  profundity?)  and  replace  it  with  a 


2-3.  The  Sega  Saturn  Lady. 


Note  that  mythical  discourse,  according  to  Barthes,  “may  consist  of  modes  of  writing  or  of 
representations;  not  only  written  discourse,  but  also  photography,  cinema,  reporting,  sport,  shows,  publicity, 
all  these  can  serve  as  a support  to  mythical  speech”  (1 10).  The  myth-maker,  then,  must  ignore  Jung’s 
insistence  that  one  cannot  “invent  a symbol,”  and  proceed  undaunted  toward  the  creation  of  a myth,  a 
mythic  symbol,  even,  be  it  verbal  or  pictorial.  Everything,  then,  can  be  a hypericon?  Yes,  I believe  this,  for 
the  universe  is  infinitely  fertile  in  suggestions  (109). 

" This  example  is  taken  from  a paper  entitled  “Bom  Under  Saturn:  Anatomy  of  the  Digital  melancholic” 
which  I presented  at  the  1996  Conference  of  the  Society  of  Literature  and  Science.  A very  brief  version  of 
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knowledge-creating  myth  which  re-signifies  the  Saturn  Lady,  classifies  her  under  the 
rubrics  of  a research  program  dedicated  to  the  history  and  iconology  of  melancholy,  the 
psychology  of  postmodern  youth,  the  critique  of  marketing  strategies,  etc.  This  myth- 
making would  not  result  in  a true  hypericonomy,  however,  unless  the  Saturn  Girl  was 
initially  chosen  out  of  the  personal,  affective  motivation  of  the  mythologist.  Perhaps,  for 
example,  he  might  recognize  in  her  a trace  of  himself,  the  melancholy  scholar. 

The  preceding  constellation  of  theoretical  summaries,  terse  reflections  on 
extremely  complex  concepts,  will  certainly  fail  to  please  the  specialist — art  critic, 
psychologist,  anthropologist,  etc. — in  any  of  the  fields  considered  above.  But  it  is  in  the 
nature  of  a discourse  2000  to  be  terse,  epigrammatic,  even  ideogrammatic,'^  and  thus  to 
plow  across  many  fields,  causing  offshoots  to  grow  from  the  plants  that  others  have  sown. 
Consider  the  previous  collection  of  theories,  then,  not  as  a formal  account  of  the  history 
and  origin  of  myth,  but  as  a set  of  tools  or  implements  with  many  purposes,  only  some  of 
which  are  useful  to  the  hypericonomist.  As  they  appear  in  this  essay,  these  theories  are 
more  or  less  a digression,  a bricoleur’s  hodge-podge,  a Barthesian  list  of  “likes  and 
dislikes.”  In  effect,  they  do  not  belong  in  this  essay  at  all;  they  are  the  property  of  the 
Discourse  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars,  and,  for  all  intents  and  purposes,  they  should 
appear  here  surrounded  by  brackets,  or  contained  tightly  within  the  jaws  of  a vise.  Before 
we  return  to  the  vise,  however,  it  may  be  necessary  to  justify  its  reappearance.  No  doubt, 

this  paper  may  be  viewed  on  the  World-Wide  Web  at  the  following  URL: 
http:  ,'web .n we . ufl . eda'~ogorman,^gibb  'digmel  .html . 

'■  “The  nature  of  the  m>'thical  signification,”  according  to  Barthes,  “can  in  fact  be  well  conveyed  by  one 
particular  simile:  it  is  neither  more  nor  less  arbitrary  than  an  ideograph.  Myth  is  a pure  ideographic  system, 
where  the  forms  are  still  motivated  by  the  concept  which  they  represent  while  not  yet,  by  a long  way, 
covering  the  sum  of  its  possibilities  for  representation”  (127). 
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those  who  see  no  sense  in  the  preceding  section  will  also  view  the  recurring  vise  image  as 
nothing  more  than  a nonsensical  pun,  a cute  or  clever  embellishment  fit  for  a magazine  ad 
or  children’s  book,  but  anathema  to  the  discourse  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars.  But  the 
pun,  in  its  visual  and  verbal  modes,  is  the  primary  vehicle  of  a hypericonomy.  For  the  pun 
teaches  us  how  to  reason  by  conduction  in  an  electronic  age. 

I 

Conduction 

In  a move  which  places  this  essay  directly  in  the  path  of  an  oncoming 
accusation — i.e.,  “This  is  too  clever,  too  cute,  too  porno." — allow  me  to  hijack  the  “con” 
of  conduction  as  an  example  of  how  conductive  logic  works.  The  reason  for  this 
contraband  is  to  demonstrate  how  I might  trace  myself  in(to)  the  discussion  above — the 
discussion  regarding  mental  images,  visual  apperception,  and  the  circle — by  drawing  on 
the  logic  of  conduction.  In  this  case,  everything  revolves  around  the  “o”  at  the  center  of 
“con”.  The  o is  the  (w)hole  that  draws  me  in.  How  do  I,  personally,  enter  into  the 
theoretical  discussion  above?  I must,  above  all,  employ  my  knowledge  of  travelling  by 
train  in  Canada;  not  by  VIA  Rail  (a  passenger  system),  but  via  CN  (Canadian  National 
Railways),  a cargo  system.  A passenger  train  (VIA)  would  do  me  no  good  in  this 
situation.  What  I need  is  a passing  freight  train  (CN)  to  latch  onto  as  it  flies  by.  Only  by 
placing  the  o,  or  rather,  the  O (i.e.,  0=Gorman)  in  the  CN  can  I conduct  the  current 
undertaking.  I must  situate  myself  not  at  the  beginning,  then  (this  is  where  the  caboose 
should  be),  nor  at  the  end  (where  the  conductor  plies  his  trade),  but  at  the  center  of  the 
discourse,  with  the  cargo,  that  which  allows  itself  to  be  conducted,  without  knowledge  of 
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any  direction,  across  the  networks  of  tracks.  This  is  how  the  con  game  of  conduction 
works. 

As  nonsensical  as  this  conductive  language  may  seem,  it  demonstrates  verbally 
the  signatorial,'^  ideographic,  pun-centred  type  of  discourse  suitable  to  an  age  of 
electronic  media,  an  age  lacking  in  reliable  cognitive  filtration  systems,  an  age  in  which 
the  only  viable  metanarrative  may  be  the  one  which  rejects  all  metanarrative.  This  mode 
of  discourse  may  indeed  belong  to  what  Greg  Ulmer  has  called  electraey,  the  successor  of 
literacy.  Central  to  the  emergent  phenomenon  of  electraey  (and  present  signaturally  in  the 
name  Ulmer  gives  it:  elec-trace-v)  is  Derrida=s  notion  of  the  trace.  The  trace,  according 
to  Gayatri  Spivak  “is  the  mark  of  the  absence  of  a presence,  an  always  already  absent 
present,  of  the  lack  at  the  origin  that  is  the  condition  of  thought  and  experience”  (xvi). 
Conductive  logic  gives  us  a way  of  writing  this  nothing  that  is  everything,  this  w/hole  (O, 
0)  that  we  call  the  trace.  The  purveyors  of  electraey  understand  that  “the  authority  of  the 
text  is  provisional,  the  origin  is  a trace,”  and  hence  we  must  learn  to  devise  our  own 
organizational  systems,  our  own  origins  for  the  text,  even  while  understanding  that  such 
an  origin  is  contingent  upon  our  own  subjectivation  (in  the  example  above,  the  “O”  in 
“CON”  marks  the  spot  of  this  subjectivation,  traces  my  signature  into  the  discourse).  In 
electraey,  “we  must  learn  to  use  and  erase  our  language  at  the  same  time”  (Spivak,  xviii). 

Here,  1 am  invoking  Derrida’s  notion  of  the  signature  as  a form  of  pun.  The  signature  can  function  at  the 
abyssal  level  of  the  hypericon,  in  order  to  mark  the  trace  of  the  author  whose  authority  is  erased  in  the  very 
act  of  writing.  To  deliver  one’s  name  to  the  signatory  mode  is  to  “monumentalize,  institute,  and  erect  it  into 
a thing  or  a stony  object.  But  in  doing  so.  you  also  lose  the  identity,  the  title  of  ownership  over  the  text’’ 
(Derrida,  1984:56).  Ulmer  considers  the  signature  as  a central  tool  in  the  invention  of  a new  method  of 
electronic  writing.  “In  hyperrhetoric,’’  Ulmer  suggests,  “the  pattern  formed  by  the  signature  en  abyme 
functions  as  the  electronic  alternative  to  concept  formation  for  gathering  heterogeneous  materials  in  a set’’ 
(1994a:  1 84).  The  signature  is  a short-cut,  a short-circuit,  a tool  for  conductive  thinkers. 
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As  an  organizational  mechanism,  conduction  gathers  disparate  types  of 

information  into  a single  location,  or  node.  Evidently,  there  are  analogies  that  must  be 

drawn  here,  first  of  all,  between  conduction  and  the  Freudian  concept  of  condensation  in 

dreamwork.  This  is  more  than  an  analogy,  however,  since  conduction  does  indeed  rely 

upon  the  logic  of  the  unconscious,  i.e.,  an  individual’s  psychic  capacity  to  gather 

associations  at  a single  ideational  node.'''  More  appropriately,  perhaps,  the  concept  of 

conductive  thinking  is  analogous  to  emergent  technologies  of  representation  which  have 

appropriated  the  term  node  to  designate  a single  document  within  a hypertextual  network. 

In  a demonstration  of  how  the  language  of  conduction  can  be  at  once  heuretic  and 

heuristic,  inventive  and  instructive  for  an  electronic  age,  Ulmer  asks: 

How  should  we  conduct  ourselves  in  the  age  of  television?  Electronically.  How 
might  we  keep  current  in  education?  Electronically.  Conduction,  that  is,  carries 
the  simple  form  of  the  pun  into  a learned  extrapolation  in  theory.  When  we 
pose  the  ancient  question  of  the  ground  of  reason  in  the  context  of  teletheory  we 
think  first  of  all  of  the  pun  that  gives  us  an  electronic  ground.  Ground:  a 
conducting  connection  between  an  electric  circuit  or  equipment  and  the  earth  or 
some  other  conducting  body.  Reasoning  by  conduction  involves,  then,  the  flow  of 
energy  through  a circuit. . . . [This]  gives  us  a new'  definition  of  truth  as  “a 
relationship  of  conduction  between  disparate  fields  of  information,”  as 
illustrated  here  in  the  conduction  between  the  vocabulary  of  electricity  and 
that  of  logic.  (1987:63) 

By  employing  the  logic  of  conduction,  then,  we  assimilate  disparate  surges  of  information 
into  ideational  nodes,  a strategy  for  coping  with  information  overload  in  an  age  of  sensory 
bombardment,  an  age  of  electracy. 

As  we  shall  see,  the  logic  of  conduction  is  not  merely  the  invention  of  a clever 
rhetorician,  or  sophist  even,  who  builds  his  theories  out  of  the  ruins  of  the  avant-garde. 
Conduction  is  an  offshoot  with  roots  in  the  history  of  logic  and  pedagogy,  during  a period 


See  Freud’s  Interpretation  of  Dreams,  Penguin.  1976,  pp.  383ff. 
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of  technological  revolution  as  disorienting  as  our  own,  when  the  organization  of 
information  was  as  pressing  an  issue  as  it  is  today.  In  order  to  understand  how 
hypericonomy,  supplemented  by  the  logic  of  conduction,  is  an  attempt  to  eradicate  (to 
pull  up  by  the  roots)  some  of  the  problems  which  the  Republic  of  Scholars  poses  in  an 
age  of  electracy,  me  might  return  to  the  early  days  of  the  Republic,  where  first  sprouted 
the  scholastic  roots  of  our  current  academic  apparatus. 


Ramism:  Dialectic  for  Little  Boys 

Late  that  vear  the  tragedy  struck,  and  he  met  death  in  his  rooms  at  the  College 
de  Presles  at  the  hand  of  a band  of  murderers  on  August  26,  when  the  St. 
Barholomew ’s  Day  Massacre  had  entered  its  third  day  of  teiror.  His  body  was 
thrown  out  the  window,  decapitated,  and  cast  into  the  seine. 

-Walter  Ong,  Ramus,  Method,  and  the  Decay  of  Dialogue 

We  are  not  the  first  to  feel  overwhelmed  by  an  onslaught  of  information.  As  early 

as  the  fifteenth  century,  philosopher  and  pedagogue  Rudolph  Agricola  (1444-1485)  was 

complaining  about  the  “immensely  numerous”  number  of  “things”  in  the  world,  and  our 

inability  to  contain  them  within  the  human  mind  or  by  means  of  discourse: 

Things  are  immensely  numerous,  and  their  various  properties  and  differences 
from  one  another  are  likewise  immensely  numerous.  Hence  it  is  that  all  the  things 
which  go  with  each  and  every  individual  thing,  or  which  fail  to  go  with  it,  cannot 
possibly  be  embraced  by  any  utterance  or  by  the  human  mind.  However,  although 
everything  is  distinct  from  everything  else  by  its  own  distinctive  marks,  there  is  in 
all  these  things  something  common,  and  all  of  them  tend  to  a likeness  in  nature, 
insofar  as  all  of  them  have  their  own  proper  substances,  all  of  them  take  their  rise 
from  certain  causes,  and  all  of  them  effect  something.  Thus,  greatly  gifted  men 
have  cut  out  from  this  profuse  variety  of  things  these  common  headings  (capita), 
such  as  substance,  cause,  result,  and  others  which  we  shall  treat  of,  so  that  when 
we  set  ourselves  to  thinking  about  some  certain  thing,  following  these  headings, 
we  may  go  immediately  through  the  whole  nature  and  parts  of  the  thing  in 
question.  (Agricola,  in  Ong,  117-118) 
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This  lengthy  excerpt  from  Agricola’s  De  inventione  dialectica  is  reprinted  in  full,  here, 
since  it  contains  the  seeds  of  a tree  known  as  Ramism,  with  which  we  continue  our 
pursuit  of  the  hypericonic  de-vise. 

To  describe  Ramism  as  a “tree”'^  is  more  than  just  a coy  metaphor,  for  the  image 
of  the  tree  seems  to  underlie  almost  all  that  we  know  about  Ramism.  When  Agricola 
speaks  of  cutting  out  headings  from  a “profuse  variety  of  things,”  he  is  drawing  on  an 
arboreal  metaphorical  tradition  whose  roots  go  as  far  down  as  Greek  philosophy.  In  the 
Renaissance  literary  and  philosophical  tradition,  the  term  silva,  Latin  for  woods  or  forest, 
was  often  associated  with  disorder  and  confusion,  a profusion  of  “things”  which  one  had 
to  “cut  out”  or  cut  through  in  order  to  arrive  at  a destination.  Hence  we  have  texts  such  as 
Ben  Jonson’s  Timber  and  The  UnderWood,'^  and  Francis  Bacon’s  Sylva  Sylvarum  (A 
Forest  of  Forests),  a hodgepodge  of  commentary  on  natural  history.  Of  course,  among  the 
logicians  and  pedagogues  of  the  Renaissance  and  late  Medieval  periods,  there  was  less 
interest  in  producing  forests  of  information,  than  in  cutting  through  such  forests,  and 
organizing  them  in  a manner  that  could  be  stored  and  recalled  on  demand.  This  drive 
toward  classification  based  on  the  placing  of  information  within  an  organized  space — not 
in  a forest,  then,  but  in  the  branches  of  a tree — is  what  we  have  come  to  call  topical  logic, 
or  “place-logic”. 


In  a detailed  and  complex  image  which  has  been  called  Ramus’s  “Allegory  of  the  Tree”,  the  great 
logician  portrays  himself  as  a tree,  complete  with  “branching  dichotomies”  which  is  threatened  by,  but 
ultimately  more  powerful  than,  Aristotelian  logic.  See  Ong  (p.208)  for  a detailed  description  of  this  allegory 
and  its  relevance  to  the  Ramus/ Aristotle  conflict. 

In  a prefatory  message  to  the  reader  of  The  Underwood  (1640-41),  Jonson  writes,  “With  the  same  leave, 
the  ancients  called  that  kind  of  body  sylva, ...  in  which  there  were  works  of  diverse  nature  and  matter 
congested,  as  the  multitude  call  timber-trees,  promiscuously  growing,  a wood  or  forest;  so  am  I bold  to 
entitle  these  lesser  poems  of  later  growth  by  this  of  Underv^'ood,  out  of  the  analogy  they  hold  to  The  Forest 
in  my  former  book,  and  no  otherwise”  (307). 


86 


One  of  the  most  fascinating  and  telling  examples  of  Renaissance  topical  logic, 
though  not  the  most  famous,  is  Thomas  Wilson’s  The  Rule  of  Reason  (1551),  the  first 
logic  book  in  English  (Ong,  1958:1 19).  In  this  primer  for  little  boys,  the  hatching  of 
logical  arguments  for  any  situation  is  likened  to  a fox  or  hare  hunt.  In  a tour-de-force  of 
mnemonic  cunning,  Wilson  plays  the  fox  in  his  own  way,  advising  the  impressionable 
reader  that 

he  that  will  take  profeicte  in  this  parte  of  logique,  must  bee  like  a hunter,  and 
leame  by  labour  to  knowe  the  boroughes.  For  these  places  bee  nothing  elles,  but 
covertes  or  boroughes,  wherein  if  any  one  searche  diligently,  he  male  finde  game 
at  pleasure.  And  although  perhappes  one  place  fade  him,  yet  shal  he  finde  a 
dousen  other  places,  to  accoumplishe  his  purpose.  Therefore  if  any  one  will  dooe 
good  in  this  kinde,  he  must  goe  from  place  to  place,  and  by  searching  every 
borough  he  shal  have  his  purpose  undoubtedly  in  moste  part  of  them,  if  not  in  al. 
(Ong,  120) 

What  makes  Wilson’s  text  so  useful  to  a study  of  the  history  of  scholarly  logic  is  not  just 
that  it  provides  a quaint  metaphorical  description  of  a logical  method  based  on  the 
quantification  and  storage  of  arguments  in  easily  accessible  places,  but  that  it 
demonstrates  the  type  of  audience  to  whom  this  logic  of  places  was  being  taught  - an 
audience  of  little  boys. 

Wilson’s  logical  fox-hunt  is  merely  one  branch  in  a tradition  of  teaching  logic  to 
little  boys,  a tradition  which  would  find  its  strongest  branch  in  Peter  Ramus  (quite 
literally,  actually:  ramus^  “branch”  in  Latin).  The  Republic  of  Scholars,  it  seems,  is 
founded  on  strategies  for  teaching  young — very  young — men  in  the  ways  of  the  “arts:” 
“(Latin)  grammar,  (Latin)  rhetoric  and  ‘philosophy,’  which  began  with  dialectic  and 
terminated,  practically,  with  ‘physics’”  (Ong,  136).  This  outline  of  subjects  known  as  the 
“university  arts  course,”  was  taught  incessantly  from  the  thirteenth  to  the  sixteenth 
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centuries  throughout  France,  Italy  and  Germany,  to  students  who,  at  the  outset  of  their 
university  career,  had  not  even  experienced  the  first  effects  of  puberty.  “In  Ramus’  day 
and  earlier,”  Ong  tells  us, 

the  student  might  begin  all  his  studies  at  the  university,  attaching  himself  to  a 
master  about  the  age  of  seven,  as  Ramus  himself  explains.  The  boy  studied 
grammar  until  the  age  of  ten  or  twelve,  rhetoric  from  twelve  to  fourteen, 
philosophy  at  about  fifteen  or  earlier.  . . . The  student  became  a master  of  arts — 
which  meant,  in  principle,  that  he  had  completed  his  studies  in  grammar,  rhetoric, 
and  all  philosophy,  for  there  were  only  medicine,  law,  or  theology  after  this — at 
the  age  of  eighteen  except  at  Paris,  where  statutes  forbade  anyone  to  act  as  master 
before  twenty.  ( 1 36) 

The  youthfulness  of  students  in  the  early  Republic  of  Scholars  is  a detail  which  would 
affect  not  only  the  history  of  university  curricula — i.e.,  because  “the  intellectual  heritage 
was  constantly  being  beaten  down  into  simplified  form  by  systematic  presentation  and  re- 
presentation to  the  youthful  mind,  generation  after  generation”  (136) — but  which  would 
leave  an  indelible  mark  on  the  history  of  literacy  and  textuality,  shaping  the  way  in  which 
printed  materials  are  presented  to  us  today. 

Logic  Containers 

Long  before  Thomas  Wilson  got  up  the  idea  of  condensing  a method  of  logic  into 
the  tale  of  a fox  hunt.  Pope  John  XXI  (c.  1 2 1 9- 1277),  better  known  as  Peter  of  Spain,  had 
simplified  logic — most  especially,  the  works  of  Aristotle — into  a highly  quantified, 
topical  form.  For  Peter  of  Spain,  the  “place”  was  “the  seat  of  an  argument  {sedes 
argumenti)  or  “that  (id)  whence  a convenient  argument  is  drawn  toward  the  question 
proposed.”  (Ong,  60-61).  This  formalization  of  logic,  in  essence,  relies  on  a type  of 
inductive  thinking,  “a  kind  of  rational  or  experimental  induction,  such  as  is  practiced  in 
controlled  scientific  experiment  (the  scientist  thinks  that  the  answer  he  is  seeking  is 
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perhaps  A,  or  perhaps  B,  or  perhaps  C,  and  so  on,  and  by  experimental  elimination 
proceeds  from  probabilities  to  the  finding  of  a real  certainty)”  (Ong,  61).  Although  Peter 
of  Spain’s  logical  procedures,  as  outlined  mainly  in  his  Summulae  logicales  (c.l246)  are 
not  built  explicitly  on  a view  of  logic  as  a set  of  “containers”  to  be  filled  and  emptied  at 
will,  a certain  visualization  and  spatialization  of  the  wor(l)d  is  evident  in  his  work.  To 
Peter  of  Spain,  the  world  could  be  quantified,  simplified  into  so  many  knowledge  stones 
which  the  young  student  could  store  in  his  head  and  recall  through  a series  of  mnemonic 
“steps.”  This  was,  in  retrospect,  not  a procedure-for-understanding,  but  first  and 
foremost,  a procedure-for-recall.  With  the  Summulae  logicales,  Peter  of  Spain  led  the 
tradition  of  logical  analysis  “away  from  a concept  of  knowledge  as  it  had  been  enveloped 
in  disputation  and  teaching  (both  forms  of  dialogue  belonging  to  a personalist, 
existentialist  world  of  sound)  toward  a concept  of  knowledge  which  associated  it  with  a 
silent  object  world,  conceived  in  visualist,  diagrammatic  terms”  (Ong,  151).  Peter  of 
Spain  is  the  first  figure  in  a patriarchal  trinity — Peter  of  Spain,  Rudolph  Agricola,  and 
Peter  Ramus — who  would  institute  the  Republic  of  Scholars  as  an  unyielding  power 
circuit  with  its  own  “non-personalisf  ’ discursive  practices  built  on,  as  we  shall  see,  a 
print-oriented  agenda. 

The  rhetorical  method  of  Peter  of  Spain’s  Summulae  logicales  was  so  visually 
suggestive  and  spatially  oriented  that  it  was  easily  adopted  by  Thomas  Mumer  (1474- 
1 537)  into  one  of  the  first  texts  ever  to  hit  the  printing  press.  Ong  associates  Mumer’s 
Logical  Card-Game,  or  Mnemonic  Logic  {Chartiludium  logice,  or  Logic  a memorativa, 

1 509)  with  the  changing  attitudes  toward  space  in  the  Renaissance,  more  commonly 
associated  with  Copernicus.  Although  it  would  seem  more  reasonable  to  associate 
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Mumer’s  card-game  with  the  moralistic  emblem-book  tradition  of  the  early-print  era,  the 
Chartiludium  logice  is  above  all  a scientific  attempt  to  create  a pictorial  logic,  to 
spatialize  thought  within  the  pages  of  a book..  In  the  first  pages  of  the  Chartiludium, 
Mumer  provides  the  reader  with  a graphic  chart  depicting  the  following  mnemonic 
pictures: 

an  enunciation  (a  little  bell  or  grelot  or  hawk  bell,  quite  like  the  sleigh  bells  more 
familiar  today),  a predicable  (a  lobster),  a predicament  (a  fish),  a syllogism  (an 
acorn),  a dialectical  locus  (a  scorpion),  a fallacy  (a  coronet),  a supposition  (a 
heart-shaped  leaf),  an  ampliatio  (a  grasshopper  or  cricket,  two-legged  and  four- 
toed, and  obviously  ready  for  action),  a restrictio  (a  sun),  an  appellatio  (a  star),  a 
distributio  (a  bird,  perhaps  a crow),  an  expositio  (a  moon),  an  exclusio  (a  cat, 
slinking  somewhat),  an  exceptio  (a  shield),  a reduplicatio  (a  crown),  and  a 
descensus  (a  serpent).  These  will  be  use  in  Mumer’s  ensuing  illustrations, 
together  with  a wealth  of  other  signs.  After  the  table,  there  follow  the  “Playing 
Rules”  {modus  ludendi),  which  explain  “place”  {locus),  material,  and  practice  for 
those  indulging  in  this  “game”  of  learning  what  is  in  Peter  of  Spain’s  Summulae 
logicales.  (Ong,  85). 

The  remainder  of  the  book  consists  of  elaborate  wood-cuts  (about  1/3  of  the  book  is 
pictorial)  which  portray  the  symbols  at  work  in  mnemonic  scenes  or  diagrams  along  with 
explanations  of  how  to  use  the  pictorial  diagrams  for  recalling  the  mles  and  terms  of 
Peter  of  Spain’s  logic.  The  most  elaborate  woodcut  in  the  book,  which  Mumer  entitles 
Typus  Logicus  (Outline,  or  Schema,  of  logic)  is  especially  fascinating  since  typus,  a term 
obviously  fostered  by  print  technology,  is  also  the  term  that  would  be  used  to  describe 
Ramus’s  tables  of  bracketed  dichotomies  (Ong,  86-87). 
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2-4.  Mnemonic  figure 
in  Mumer's  Logical 
Card  Game 
(Strasbourg,  1509), 
Bibliotheque 
Nationale. 
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The  Convergence  of  Logical  Method  and  Print  Technology 

Whereas  Mumer  confined  logic  to  the  space  of  symbols,  Ramus  gripped  logic 
vise-like,  between  the  branches  of  a tree.  We  might  want  to  consider  Mumer’s  logical 
card-game  and  Ramus’s  logical  bracketing  as  epiphenomena  of  a pedagogic  world  in 
transformation.  But  Mumer’s  card-game  is  best  perceived  only  as  a sign  or  symptom  of 
the  transforming  world  of  knowledge-acquisition.  Ramus,  on  the  other  hand,  and  his 

I 

predecessors,  Rudolph  Agricola  and  Peter  of  Spain,  established  a method  of  scholarship 

and  achieved  a degree  of  influence  heretofore  unmatched  in  the  history  the  Republic  of 

Scholars.  When  Jay  David  Bolter,  for  example,  uses  the  term  “writing  space”  to  indicate 

“the  physical  and  visual  field  defined  by  a particular  technology  of  writing”  (1 1),  he  is 

speaking  within  a Ramist  tradition  which  views  technologies  of  writing  as  technologies  of 

containment  or  storage.  “The  pre-Agricolan  mind,”  Ong  suggests, 

had  preferred  to  think  of  books  as  saying  something,  of  sentences  as  expressing 
something,  and  of  words  and  ideas  as  “containing”  nothing  at  all  but  rather  as 
signifying  or  making  signs  for  something.  After  Agricola  the  notion  of  content 
can  serve  for  and  level  out  all  these  diversified  modes  of  conceptualization.  (121) 

As  indicated  above.  Agricola’s  “topical  logic”  emerged  in  response  to  a growing  demand 

for  a system  of  organizing  data — namely,  the  data  of  logical  argumentation — into  topoi  or 

easily  recalled  commonplaces',  these  are  the  “headings  or  key  notions  to  which  one  turns 

to  find  out  what  is  available  in  one’s  store  of  knowledge  for  discourse  on  any  given 

subject”  (104).  What  Agricola  ended  up  with,  however,  and  what  Peter  Ramus  would 

draw  out  of  Agricola’s  De  inventione  dialectica,  is  a method  of  data-storage  which  would 

inevitably  converge  with,  and  be  literally  embodied  by,  early  printing  techniques. 
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Etymologically,  the  term  method  [Gk: 
methodos  = met  + hodos  {Random  House 
Webster 's  Electronic  Dictionary)}  refers  to 
‘finding  a way’  or  ‘cutting  a road  or  path 
through.’  But  this  was  not  a common  term. 
Although  many  pre-Ramist  thinkers  may  have 
conceived  of  the  notion  of  efficiency  and  applied 
it  to  logical  argumentation,  Ramus  was,  perhaps, 
the  first  logician  to  use  the  term  deliberately.  For 
Ramus,  method  referred  specifically  to  the 
“orderly  pedagogical  presentation  of  any  subject 
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2-5.  A Ramist  Table  of  Dichotomies  in 
Friege’s  Paedogogus  (Basle,  1582),  St. 
Louis  University  Library. 


by  reputedly  scientific  descent  from  ‘general  principles’  to  ‘specials’  by  means  of 


definition  and  bipartite  division”  (Ong,  30).  This  spatialization  and  infinite  dissection  of 


the  world  which  Ong  refers  to  as  a “corpuscular”  episteme,  “haunts  the  French  mind”  to 


this  day:  evidence  of  the  durability  of  the  discourse  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars  (292). 
The  most  suggestive  illustration  of  how  this  corpuscular  method  functions  is  found  in 


Ramus’s  revision  of  his  Training  in  Dialectic  which  he  published  pseudonymously  in 
1 546  as  Three  Commentaries  on  Dialectic  Published  under  the  Authorship  of  Omer 


Talon.  The  following  lengthy  excerpt  should  help  the  reader  grasp  the  breadth  of  the 


Ramist  system: 

To  say  this  more  simply,  I shall  use  a familiar  example.  Let  us  suppose  that  all  the 
rules,  definitions,  and  divisions  of  grammar  have  been  ascertained,  that  all  the 
examples  used  in  grammar  have  been  found,  and  that  all  these  things  have  been 
truly  and  correctly  “judged.”  Let  us  suppose  that  all  these  prescriptions  are  written 
out,  each  on  a separate  little  ticket,  and  all  of  these  thoroughly  mixed  in  an  urn,  as 


92 


for  a game  of  blanque.  Now  I ask  what  part  of  dialectic  would  teach  me  how  to 
put  together  all  these  mixed-up  precepts  and  to  reduce  them  to  order.  There  is  no 
need  here  of  dialectical  invention  to  discover  the  precepts,  for  all  have  been 
found  and  all  the  parts  tested  and  judged.  There  is  no  need  here  of  syllogism, 
because  what  is  true  here  is  already  understood.  Therefore  method  and  a sure 
way  of  arrangement  alone  is  required,  and  art  {doctrina)  shows  us  the  one  simple 
method  which  locates  the  universal  and  general  things  first,  then  the  special  and 
secondary  afterwards.  Let  our  dialectician,  then,  by  the  light  of  method  first  pick 
out  from  the  urn  the  definition  of  grammar,  because  nothing  in  all  these 
prescriptions  is  more  general,  and  set  it  in  the  first  place.  Grammar  is  the  art  of 
speaking  well  and  of  writing  well.  Next  let  him  look  for  the  parts  of  grammar  in 
the  same  urn  and  locate  them  in  the  second  step,  after  the  universal  definition. 
The  parts  of  grammar  are  four:  orthography,  etymology,  syntax,  and  prosody. 
Then  let  him  separate  out  the  definition  of  these  parts.  (Ong,  245) 

The  oratorical  process  of  “thinking  through”  an  argument  has  been  replaced  by  a silent 

quantification  and  spatialization  of  knowledge.  We  can  also  see  in  this  citation  the 

standardization  of  a new  technology  of  representation.  Ramus’s  example  of  the  urn,  a 

scene  in  which  technology  and  cognition  seem  to  run  together,  provides  a template  for 

how  a printed  book  should  be  organized. 

We  find  in  Ramus’s  works,  then,  an  uncanny  convergence  of  logical  method  and 

print  technology.  What  was  originally  intended  as  a series  of  textbooks  for  little  boys 

seems  to  embody  the  entire  evolution  of  print  from  the  incunabular  period  to  the  stage 

where  books  can  be  “skimmed  through.”  “There  is  a regular  progression”  in  Ramus’s 

books,  Ong  suggests, 

from  early  editions  (wherein  the  text  is  a mass  of  typographical  protoplasm, 
without  running  heads,  without  division  into  chapters  or  even  into  books,  with 
little  paragraphing,  and  almost  no  sense  of  spatial  display)  through  later  editions 
(where  centered  headings,  running  heads,  and  the  other  techniques  of 
typographical  display  become  more  and  more  evident),  to  the  ne  plus  ultra  in 
commitment  to  space  found  in  the  editions  in  dichotomized  outline  form.  (311) 


One  cannot  help  but  compare  this  convergence  with  a similar  techno-methodical 
encounter  in  our  own  time,  the  convergence  of  critical  theory  and  hypertext,'^  a concept 
which,  though  young,  seems  to  have  stagnated,  and  is  already  haunted  by  the  specter  of 
cliche. 

The  ne  plus  ultra  of  Writing  Spaces 


2-6.  Printing  Press 


The  purpose  of  this  section  is  not  to  argue  that  Ramus  is  the  founder  of  the  printed 
book,  or  that  Gutenberg  is  the  founder  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars.  Nor  is  it  within  the 
methodological  bounds  of  this  essay  to  argue  that  the  convergence  of  critical  theory  and 
hypertext  is  the  result  of  a universal  Zeitgeist,  a portent  of  irreversible  change,  a symptom 
of  eternal  recurrence.  The  goal,  here,  is  simply  to:  a)  underscore  the  interdependence 
shared  by  technologies  of  representation  and  scholarly  methodology,  and;  b)  to  argue  that 
if  Ramus’s  dialectical  brackets  and  headings  account  for  the  mode  of  representation 
which  best  suits  printed  space,  then  we  have  yet  to  see  the  ne  plus  ultra  of  electronic 
space,  a unified  method  of  knowledge  and  representation  suitable  to  an  electrate  age. 

’’  See  the  aptly-titled  Hypertext:  the  Convergence  of  Contemporary  Critical  Theory’  and  Technology 
(Baltimore;  Johns  Hopkins,  1992). 
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Although  current  forays  into  hypertextual  scholarship  seem  to  indicate  a 

j 

movement  away  from  the  discourse  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars  rooted  in  print 
technology,  these  attempts,  as  I shall  argue  in  the  ensuing  chapters,  seem  only  to 
transplant  the  Ramist  methodology  from  one  technology  to  another,  thereby  creating 
nothing  more  than  an  electronic  embodiment  of  literacy.  Hypericonomy,  on  the  other 
hand,  is  an  attempt  to  invent  a new  scholarly  method,  and  a new  mode  of  representation 
which  embraces  the  capacities  of  the  new  technology,  while  eradicating  the  prejudices 
implanted  by  the  old.  Hypericonomy  may  not  be  the  ne  plus  ultra  of  electronic  space  but 
it  is,  in  the  least,  an  attempt  to  clear  a path  toward  such  an  invention. 

William  Blake:  A Dialectic  of  Dialectics  for  Every  Child 

I have  planted  a false  oath  in  the  earth,  it  has  brought  forth  a poison  tree 
1 have  chosen  the  serpent  for  a councellor  & the  dog  For  a schoolmaster 
to  my  children. 

-William  Blake,  The  Four  Zoas 

German  Romanticism,  according  to  Friedrich  Kittler,  begins  at  the  precise 
moment  when  Faust,  M.A.,  looks  up  from  his  book  of  magic  ideograms  and  sighs— “Oh!” 
(/lr/;.')-thereby  inserting  his  soul  into  the  discourse  of  scholars  and  making  a poet  of 
himself  We  have  already  seen  how  Faust’s  sigh  served  Kittler  as  a nodal  point,  an 
entrance  into  the  study  of  the  Discourse  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars  and  its  Faustian 
transgression.  This  scene  seems  all  the  more  pertinent  now  that  we  have  investigated  the 
Ramist  tradition  of  which  Faust,  M.A.,  was  no  doubt  a part.  What  concerns  us  here  is  not 
whether  Faust  is  indeed  the  father  of  German  Romanticism,  but  what  permitted  him  to 
break  out  of  the  “endless  circulation”  of  scholarly  method.  What,  then,  is  the  catalyst,  the 
evoking-device  of  the  Faustian  short-circuit?  None  other  than  the  ideogram. 
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Cramped  in  his  study,  his  “moldy  walled-in  hole, . . . confined  with  books  . . . 

gnawed  by  worms,  covered  with  dust”  (11.399-403),  Faust  laments  his  scholarly  lot.  But 

when  he  opens  a book  of  Nostradamus’s  magic  ideograms  and  sees  the  symbol  of  the 

macrocosm,  the  “spirits”  speak  to  him,  and  lift  him  out  of  his  gloom; 

What  jubilation  bursts  out  of  this  sight 
Into  my  senses — now  I feel  it  flowing. 

Youthful,  a sacred  fountain  of  delight. 

Through  every  nerve,  my  veins  are  glowing.  (11.430-433) 

For  Faust,  M.A.,  the  life  of  a scholar  was  a life  of  confinement,  a life  of  reading,  taking 

extracts,  and  writing  “objective”  commentaries.  But  the  magic  ideogram,  a mysterious 

symbol  with  boundless  semiotic  potential,  frees  him  from  this  confinement  and  restores 

his  youth.  This  is  the  inverse  scene  of  a schoolboy  decoding  one  of  Mumer’s  logical 

ideograms  in  order  to  “invenf  ’ an  argument  based  a pre-formatted  set  of  objective  rules. 

The  signification  of  the  ideogram  in  the  Faustian  scene  comes  from  Faust  himself,  and 

not  from  the  decoding  key  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars.  As  Kittler  suggests,  “where  the 

Republic  of  Scholars  knew  only  pre-given  externalities,  a virtual  and  supplementary 

sensuality  emerges”  in  this  scene  (6). 

Faust’s  subjective  interpretation  of  the  ideogram  is  a radical  divergence  from  the 
pedagogic  path  cleared  by  the  Ramists.  An  M.A.’s  job  was  to  traffic  in  a depersonalized 
incorporation  of  knowledge,  and  to  pass  that  knowledge  on  to  a scholarly  posterity.  As  we 
learn  from  Walter  Ong, 

in  the  university,  the  teacher  was  also  part  of  a corporation  which  was 
uncalculatingly  but  relentlessly  reducing  the  personalist,  dialoguing  element  in 
knowledge  to  a minimum  in  favor  of  an  element  which  made  knowledge 
something  a corporation  could  traffic  in,  a-personal  and  abstract  (almost  as 
though  it  were  something  which  existed  outside  a mind,  as  though  one  could  have 
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knowledge  without  anybody  to  do  the  knowing — as  Ramists  were  eventually  to 
maintain  one  could).  (152) 

The  Faustian  experiment  involves  a transformation  of  this  a-personal,  a-dialogical  mode 
of  scholarship  into  a method  of  research  which  is  highly  personal,  self-motivated,  and 
which  involves  an  actual,  indeed  virtual  dialogue  with  the  object  of  research:  Faust 
actually  engages  in  conversation  with  the  spirit  represented  by  the  ideogram  (1148 1 ff.). 

To  sum  up,  “Faust  no  longer  transforms  the  sign  of  a sign  into  the  represehtation  of  an 
absent  author  (as  in  the  case  of  the  macrocosmos)  but  into  its  effect  on  him,  the  reader” 
(Kittler,  6). 

In  order  to  expunge  this  self-centered  or  self-oriented  potential  within  scholarship, 
the  potential  for  an  un-arbitrary  or  motivated  interpretation,  Ramus  went  so  far  as  to 
dismiss  the  works  of  Aristotle  and  Cicero  for  “laying  out  external  and  fictitious  signs  and 
representations”  as  mnemonic  devices  toward  understanding  (Ong,  194).  From  the 
Ramist  perspective,  memorization  is  understanding,  and  arbitrary  mnemonic  devices  such 
as  those  advocated  by  Aristotle  and  Cicero  (and  the  extreme  case  of  which  would  be 
Mumer’s  dialectical  symbols)  could  endanger  the  transparent  informational  transmission 
between  book  and  mind.  Arbitraiy  mnemonic  devices  had  to  be  discarded  for  Ramus’s 
tables  of  dichotomies  which  he  claimed  were  based  on  “the  order  found  within  things 
themselves,”  and  thus  were  to  be  considered  as  “the  truest  possible  representations”  of 
reality  (Ong,  194).  Ramus’s  ultimate  goal,  as  we  have  seen,  was  efficiency,  and  it  would 
apply  not  only  to  the  organization  of  printed  texts,  but  to  the  human  mind  as  well.  If  “the 
printing  press,  the  first  assembly  line  had  assembled  not  tools,  but  a pattern  of  words,  a 
pattern  for  things  in  the  mind,”  then  Ramus,  Ong  suggests,  “in  a parallel  maneuver, . . . 
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organizes  in  an  observational  field  not  the  external  world  but  the  ‘contents’  of 
consciousness”  (Ong,  194).  This  Ramist,  or  what  we  have  come  to  call  Baconian, 
observational  attitude  is  precisely  what  a hypericonomy  attempts  to  deconstruct  and 
dismantle  through  a method  of  organization  which  is  highly  personal,  dialogical,  and  not 
print-oriented. 

The  image  of  Goethe’s  Faust,  then,  summoning  spirits  from  an  ideogram  might  be 
considered  as  the  primal  scene  of  hypericonomy.  Still,  this  mythical  scene,  as 
metaphorically  suggestive  as  it  might  be,  is  still  fictional.  It  does  not  provide  us  with  a 
realistic  working  model  of  how  the  discursive  circuit  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars  might 
be  broken.  For  such  an  example  we  need  to  look  toward  the  West,  to  the  British  Isles,  or 
more  specifically,  to  Felpham  and  Lambeth. 

On  the  “Contraries”:  Printing  in  the  Infernal  Method 

Hypericonomy  attempts  to  treat  the  interdependent  phenomena  of  Ramist  logic 
and  print  efficiency  in  the  same  way  that  William  Blake  treated  Christian  dialectic  and 
advanced  technologies  of  engraving;  that  is,  by  unifying  theory  and  practice  in  a de- 
doxifying  methodology.  Blake,  according  to  many  critics,  viewed  Christian  dialectic  and 
the  automation  of  engraving  as  co-conspirators  in  an  oppressive,  anti-human  plot.  His 
response  was  to  develop  a theory  and  method  of  representation  which  targeted  the 
undoing  of  these  two  oppressive  forces.  Nowhere  is  his  effort  more  apparent  than  in  this 
oft-quoted  passage  from  The  Marriage  of  Heaven  and  Hell: 

The  ancient  tradition  that  the  world  will  be  consumed  in  fire  at  the 
end  of  six  thousand  years  is  true,  as  I have  heard  from  Hell. 

For  the  cherub  with  his  flaming  sword  is  hereby  commanded  to 
leave  his  guard  at  the  tree  of  life,  and  when  he  does,  the  whole  crea- 
tion will  be  consumed,  and  appear  infinite,  and  holy  whereas  it  now 
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appears  finite  and  corrupt. 

This  will  come  to  pass  by  an  improvement  of  sensual  enjoyment. 

But  first  the  notion  that  man  has  a body  distinct  from  his  soul,  is  to 
be  expunged;  this  I shall  do,  by  printing  in  the  infernal  method,  by 
corrosives,  which  in  Hell  are  salutary  and  medicinal,  melting  apparent 
surfaces  away,  and  displaying  the  infinite  which  was  hid. 

If  the  doors  of  perception  were  cleansed  every  thing  would  appear 
to  man  as  it  is:  infinite. 

For  man  has  closed  himself  up,  till  he  sees  all  things  thro’  narrow 
chinks  of  his  cavern.  (Erdman,  39) 

The  potential  literal  meaning  of  this  passage  as  it  relates  to  Blake’s  own  “relief-etching” 

method  of  engraving,  has  been  considered  by  many  Blakeans.  But  none  have  approached 

the  task  in  such  minute  detail  as  Joseph  Viscomi.  To  summarize,  relief  etching  involves 

painting  a design  on  a copper  plate  with  an  acid-resistant  chemical,  and  then  immersing 

the  painted  plate  into  an  acid.  If  the  process  works  properly,  the  design  appears  in  “relief’ 

once  the  acid  has  “bitten”  deeply  into  the  unprotected  copper  around  it.  Viscomi ’s 

description  of  the  “bite”  of  the  acid  aptly  demonstrates  the  extent  to  which  the  passage 

above  might  be  taken  as  a metaphor  for  the  relief-etch  printing  process: 

The  bite  would  have  been  very  active,  given  the  amount  of  metal  exposed,  but  if 
it  grew  too  active  it  would  have  become  cloudy  and  emitted  nitric  oxide,  “which 
in  Hell”  may  be  “salutary  and  medicinal,”  but  on  earth  is  harmful.  Blake  may  be 
alluding  to  such  fiery  biting  when  he  asserts  that  “melting  apparent  surfaces  away, 
and  displaying  the  infinite  which  was  hid”  characterized  “printing  in  the  infernal 
method”.  (81) 

Viscomi’s  reading  of  the  passage  is  so  exegetically  meticulous  that  even  a scholar  the 
likes  of  Faust,  M.A.,  would  probably  be  jealous  to  see  such  precise  commentary.  But  in 
the  history  of  Romantic  Studies  this  passage  has  not  been  perceived  solely  as  a metaphor 
for  Blake’s  mode  of  production,  others  have  considered  the  manner  in  which  it  resonates 
with  what  some  might  call  Blake’s  episteme  of  the  contraries. 


The  suggestion  that  body  and  soul  are  not  distinct  entities  tempts  us,  at  once,  to 
pigeonhole  Blake  as  an  anti-Platonist  or  even  an  anti-Christian.  But  in  essence,  Blake 
does  not  discard  any  episteme  entirely.  Instead,  he  opposes  specific  tendencies  of 
Christianity  and  Platonism,  while  maintaining  concepts  that  are  unquestionably  Christian 
or  Platonic.  Most  specifically,  Blake  expels  the  tendency  of  simplifying  binary 
oppositions  for  the  sake  of  a homogeneous  law  which  chooses  one  directional  pole  over 
the  other.  Blake  describes  this  homogenization  as  “Negation,”  and,  as  we  learn  over  and 
over  again,  in  The  Marriage  of  Heaven  and  Hell  for  example,  he  regards  it  as  inhumane: 
“One  law  for  the  Lion  & Ox  is  Oppression”  (Erdman;44).  Whereas  Negation  brings 
binary  oppositions  together  so  that  one  may  cross  out  the  other  in  the  name  of  a unified 
“sameness,”  Blake’s  concept  of  “contraries”  points  to  a difference  which  can  not , and 
never  should  be,  resolved.  And  it  is  this  irresolution,  this  clashing  of  differences,  which 
Blake  sees  as  the  energy-source  of  all  life.  In  a passage  from  Milton,  the  blind  bard  tells 
Ololon  that 

There  is  a Negation,  & there  is  a Contrary 

The  Negation  must  be  destroyd  to  redeem  the 
Contraries 

The  Negation  is  the  Spectre;  the  Reasoning  Power 
in  Man 

This  is  a false  Body. . . . (Erdman,  142) 

Morris  Eaves  has  suggested  that  “negations,”  in  Blake’s  episteme,  “aim  to  destroy 
contrariety,  the  ongoing  constructive  process  of  mental  opposition,  and  thus  aim  to 
replace  useful  difference  with  a dominance  of  the  same”  (149).  Contraries,  then,  must  be 
considered  as  an  “eternal  operating  principle”  (149).  Even  “the  Reasoning  Power  in 
Man” — which  is  often  considered  as  Blake’s  ideological  nemesis  and  lyrical  whipping- 
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boy — has  a place  in  his  radical  dialectic,  for  “Without  Contraries  is  no  progression. 
Attraction  and  Repulsion,  Reason  and  Energy,  Love  and  Hate,  are  necessary  to  Human 
existence.  Good  is  the  passive  that  obeys  Reason.  Evil  is  the  active  springing  from 
Energy”  (Erdman:34). 

This  notion  of  contraries  vs.  negations  can  be  confusing  since  it  seems  to  suggest 

at  once  that  Blake  is  a Nietzschean  precursor,  a sort  of  anarchist  beyond  good  and  evil, 

but  that  he  also  aspires  toward  an  ideal  aesthetic  in  which  good  and  evil  exist,  but  interact 

productively.  W.J.T.  Mitchell,  for  example,  suggests  that 

for  Blake,  the  dualistic  world  of  mind  and  body,  time  and  space,  is  an  illusion 

which  must  not  be  imitated,  but  is  to  be  dispelled  by  the  processes  of  his  art 

Relief  etching  with  acid  or  ‘corrosives’  was  the  process  by  which  Blake  cut  his 
copper  plates,  melting  away  the  apparent  surface  of  the  copper  to  reveal  an  art 
form  in  which  soul  and  body,  rendered  in  the  modalities  of  poetic  time  and 
pictorial  space,  are  united.. ..Blake  sees  the  separation  of  body  and  soul,  space  and 
time,  as  various  manifestations  of  the  fall  of  man,  ‘His  fall  into  Division’ 

(FZ4;4).  (1978:31) 

In  order  to  dispel  the  confusion,  it  is 

necessary  to  concentrate  on  two  key  terms 

here:  “separation”  and  “division”. 

Contraries  may  oppose  one  another,  but 

they  are  not  to  be  separated  or  divided  into 

immutable  categories  or  headings  as  in,  for 

example,  the  Ramist  dichotomization  of 

knowledge.  Nor  are  the  contraries  to  be 

reconciled  for  the  sake  of  sameness,  but 

wedded  in  an  eternally  antagonistic 


2-7.  William  Blake,  The  Angel  Michael  binding  the 
Dragon.  Fogg  Art  Museum.  Harvard  University. 
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marriage — the  yin/yang  icon  comes  to  mind  here.  Blake  may  not  be  Niezschean  at  all, 
then,  for  he  choose  to  retain  the  categories  of  good  and  evil.  But  the  fact  that  he  does  so 
only  in  order  to  deconstruct  the  categories,  makes  him  a Nietzschean  figure  from  a certain 
anachronistic  point  of  view. 

Evidently,  further  investigation  into  Blake’s  Nietzscheanism  is  required,  here.  But 
what  is  most  important  for  the  sake  of  this  study  is  not  whether  Blake  is  beyond  such 
contraries  as  “good  and  evil”,  but  to  recognize  that  Blake’s  work,  informed  by  his  notion 
of  the  “contraries”  involves  a unification  of  form  and  content,  production  and  ideology. 
The  best  example  of  how  contraries  function  is  in  the  imagetext,  that  enigmatic  space  in 
which  word  and  picture  meet,  but  never  reconcile,  for  they  are  bound  in  a dialectical 
relationship  in  which  “neither  can  be  reduced  to  the  other's  terms”  (Magritte,  in 
Foucault,  1983:9).  It  is  the  imagetext,  of  course,  that  best  defines  the  products  of  Blake’s 
relief-etching  method,  a bringing  together  of  body  and  soul,  word  and  picture,  into  a 
space  where  “a  virtual  and  supplementary  sensuality  emerges”  (Kittler:6). 

In  the  next  chapter,  we  shall  see  this  sensuality  emerge  by  investigating  how,  as 
Mitchell  suggests,  Blake  “pushes  alphabetic  writing  toward  the  realm  of  pictorial  values, 
asking  us  to  see  his  alphabetic  forms  with  our  senses,  not  just  read  through  or  past  them 
to  the  signified  speech  or  ‘concept’  behind  them,  but  to  pause  at  the  sensuous  surface  of 
calligraphic  and  typographic  forms”  (Mitchell,  1994:147).  And  we  shall  investigate  some 
hypertextual  attempts  to  write  with  Blake,  projects  which  attempt  to  divert  the  activity  of 
knowlege-acquisition  away  from  the  discourse  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars.  For  the 
moment,  however,  it  is  necessary  to  demonstrate  where  Blake  himself  is  situated  along 
the  discursive  loop  of  scholarship  that  we  have  opened  up  with  the  Ramists.  Whereas  the 
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Ramists  would  divide  the  world  into  a classified  corpuscular  table  of  dichotomies,  Blake 
would  rather  see  an  eternal  struggle  of  contraries,  or  a world  (dis)organized  by 
“chaosthetics”  (Mitchell,  1997:182).  And  the  drive  toward  mechanization  and  efficiency 
which  characterizes  Ramism  and  which  is  embodied  in  print  technology  is  the  very 
tendency  that  drove  Blake  to  invent  his  own  method  of  printing  and  his  own  mode  of 
representation.  Blake  may  therefore  be  seen  as  a model  for  shor-circuiting  the  discourse 

I 

of  the  Republic  of  Scholars. 

Digitization  and  “blockheads” 

The  relationship  between  what  Blake  calls  “negations”  and  the  terms  “efficiency” 
and  “mechanization,”  may  be  clearer  if  we  consider  these  concepts  within  the  context  of 
“digital”  technology.  In  the  first  chapter,  we  briefly  considered  the  impact  of  digital 
reproduction  on  an  already  image-bombarded  culture.  But  the  term  “digital”  need  not  be 
relegated  to  the  realm  of  the  “electronic,”  a word  with  which  it  is  often  used 
interchangeably.  For  example,  Gibb’s  Bronche  I’oeil,  a digitally-reproducible  image,  is 
the  product  of  a method  of  information  storage— a digital  method — which  begins  well 
before  the  invention  of  computers  or  even  of  electricity,  for  that  matter.  As  Morris  Eaves 
has  pointed  out,  “digitization  is  not  a notion  confined  to  electronic  devices  but  a 
technological  norm  that  operates  across  a spectrum  of  materials  and  processes.  As  a rule 
of  thumb,  the  more  deeply  digitization  penetrates,  the  more  efficient  the  process 
becomes”  (186).  Ramus’s  corpuscular  method,  for  example,  is  a superb  example  of  how 
digital  technology  functions;  whereas  Ramus  spoke  of  “dichotomies,”  however,  we  might 
be  more  familiar  with  the  term  binary,  and  its  computer-age  icon  1/0.  As  in  Ramist  logic. 
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in  which  information  is  reducible  to  the  opposing  branches  of  dichotomies,  in  the 
computer  age,  all  information  is  reducible  to  two  bits,  1 and  0. 

At  the  heart  of  digitization,  then,  is  a praxis  of  “division”  which  Blake  strived  to 
denounce  through  his  “chaosthetics.”  In  the  secular  world,  Blake  would  come  to  associate 
this  mechanization  with  Baconian  or  Newtonian  science,  in  religion  he  would  associate  it 
with  Puritanism,  and  in  the  world  of  art  and  literature  he  would  associate  it  not  with  the 
printing  press,  but  with  mechanized  methods  of  engraving.  “The  history  of  engraving,” 
suggests  Morris  Eaves,  “recapitulates  within  print  technology  one  version  of  the 
discovery  of  a workable  digital  principle  that  could  be  efficiently  applied  to  the 
intractable  problems  of  reproducing  paintings”  (186).  The  hypericonomist  has  Ramus  as  a 
negative  example;  Blake  had  Woollett,  Strange,  and  Bartolozzi. 

In  The  Counter  Arts  Conspiracy:  Art  and  Industiy  in  the  Age  of  Blake,  Morris 
Eaves  convincingly  demonstrates  Blake’s  disdain  toward  the  “undecided  bungling”  of 
“journeymen”  who  possessed  only  a mechanical  knowledge  of  the  art  of  engraving.  And 
Dennis  Read  has  helped  deepen  our  understanding  of  Blake  as  engraver  by  offering  us 
“The  Context  of  Blake's  'Public  Address’:  Cromek  and  the  Chalcographic  Society,”  in 
which  he  outlines  Blake’s  attempts  to  rescue  the  art  of  engraving  (calchography)  form 
being  converted  completely  into  a mechanical  science.  Indeed,  the  “Public  Address”  (a 
montage  of  fragments  from  Blake’s  notebook,  in  which  he  defends — and  even 
advertises — his  art,  comparing  and  contrasting  it  to  the  work  of  several  vogue  Italians) 
reveals  a great  deal  about  Blake’s  campaign  against  mechanization  and  the 
commercialism  that  fostered  and  thrived  off  of  it.  In  the  following  passage,  for  example. 
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it  is  commerce  which  is  to  blame  for  the  mechanization  of  engraving  and  subsequent 
“fatal”  numbing  of  the  English  mind:'* 

Englishmen  rouze  yourselves  from  the  fatal  slumber  into  which  Booksellers  & 
Trading  Dealers  have  thrown  you  Under  the  artfully  propagated  pretence  that  a 
Translation  or  a Copy  of  any  kind  can  be  as  honourable  to  a Nation  as  An 
Original.  (Erdman,  576) 

As  several  critics  have  pointed  out — and  this  has  become  a primary  focal  point  of  Blake 

Studies  over  the  past  decade — Blake’s  method  of  relief  etching  was  not  as  mechanized  as 

the  methods  of  engraving  practised  by  Woollett,  Strange,  et  al,  such  as  mezzotint  and 

stipple.  The  difference  lies  mainly  in  the  fact  that  Blake  painted  the  graven  image  directly 

on  the  plate,  rather  than  using  a technique  in  which  the  engraver  broke  the  image  into 

corpuscular  units,  and  translated  it  onto  a gridded  plate  by  scratching  out  a series  of  lines 

and  dots.  Furthermore,  each  of  Blake’s  prints  had  to  be  “pulled”  individually  from  the 

copper  plate,  and  each  print  had  to  be  hand-painted  before  being  bound.  This  results, 

according  to  Stephen  Leo  Carr,  in  a “radical  variability”  which  characterizes  Blake’s  art: 

For  most  works,  both  graphic  and  verbal,  designed  for  mechanical  reproduction, 
variation  from  the  primary  text  or  master  copy  occurs  as  an  undesirable 
interv'ention  in  the  normal  productive  process,  as  an  accidental  departure  from 
the  original  or  an  extra-ordinary  revision  by  an  author  or  editor  of  the  initial 
invention.  The  logic  of  mechanical  reproduction  is  one  of  identity:  it  leads  to  a 
multiplication  of  the  same,  to  a mass  publication  of  what  are  taken  to  be  identical 
copies.  (182) 

Although,  as  Joseph  Viscomi  has  shown,  Blake’s  printing  method  was  supplemented  by  a 
necessary  division  of  tasks  (i.e.,  the  etched  plate  had  to  be  created  first,  the  paper  print 
second,  and  the  painterly  additions  later),  relief-etching  is  certainly  a method  which  flies 


The  potential,  here,  for  a Marxist  reading  of  Blake’s  attitude  toward  commercial  engraving  is  undeniable. 
Eaves  comes  closest  to  such  a reading,  producing  two  anti-bourgeois  “artificial  myths”:  “The  Counter-Arts 
Conspiracy,”  which  confronts  capitalist  machinations  in  the  art  world,  and  “The  Age  of  Blake,”  an 
historical  invention  which  challenges  the  hegemonic  bourgeois  construction  of  the  Romantic  canon. 
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in  the  face  of  mechanization,  and  which  necessarily  allows  for  the  inclusion  of  contingent 

elements,  elements  which  a more  efficient  commercial  process  would  not  brook. 

But  it  was  not  only  the  book  dealers  who  were  to  blame  for  the  increasing 

mechanization  which  Blake  saw  all  around  him.  Although  Blake  does  point  the  finger  at 

commerce,  he  also  notes  that  “In  a Commercial  Nation  Imposters  are  abroad  in  all 

Professions  these  are  the  greatest  Enemies  of  Genius”  (Erdman,  582).  Among  these 

imposters,  of  course,  is  that  famous  group  of  mechanizers,  the  Republic  of  Scholars. 

Although,  as  Dennis  Read  has  pointed  out,  the  Calchographic  Society  was 

“optimistically  modelled  in  some  respects  on  the  plan  of  the  British  Institution,  founded 

only  five  years  earlier”  (Read,  75),  we  can  be  certain  that  Blake  would  have  had  no  part  in 

an  institution  which  mechanized  knowledge-acquisition.  The  British  Institution,  along 

with  the  Royal  Academy  were  cogs  in  a machine  which  Morris  Eaves  has  come  to  call  the 

“Counter- Arts,”  the  ideal  form  of  which  would  be 

a macrosystem  capable  of  unifying  labor,  management,  marketers,  and  markets 
through  interlocking  structures  that  coordinate  the  ideological  (such  as  a 
consensus  about  “taste,”  to  supply  ideas  that  legitimate  material  outcomes),  the 
institutional  (such  as  the  Royal  Academy  and  the  British  Institution,  to  supply 
formal  education  and  display  space),  and  the  technological  (such  as  the 
methods  and  machines  discussed  below,  to  supply  techniques  of  production) 
with  the  overarching  socioeconomic  framework.  (176) 

To  call  this  ideal  model  of  capitalism  a “conspiracy,”  as  Eaves  does  in  the  title  of  his 

book,  is  as  tongue-in-cheeky  as  to  call  the  late  eighteenth-century  the  “Age  of  Blake”;  but 

for  Blake,  this  apparatus  for  mechanization  must  indeed  have  seemed  conspiratorial,  for 

its  goal  was  to  thwart  all  that  he  deemed  as  intelligent,  artistic,  and  life-enhancing. 
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Blake’s  greatest  contention  with  the  Republic  of  Scholars  as  he  knew  it,  was  its 
predilection  for  instructing  students  exclusively  in  the  art  of  imitation.'^  The  following 
fragment  of  verse  from  Blake’s  notebook  gives  a clear  indication  of  his  feelings  on  the 
subject; 

You  say  their  Pictures  well  Painted  be 
And  yet  they  are  Blockheads  you  all  agree 
Thank  God  1 never  was  sent  to  school 

To  be  Flogd  into  following  the  Style  of  a Fool  (Erdman,  510) 

Blake  derided  those  who  would  take  the  designs  of  “Rubens  Rembrandt  or  Titian  to  turn 
that  which  is  Soul  & Life  into  a Mill  or  Machine.”  For  in  Blake’s  mind,  “A  Machine  is 
not  a Man  nor  a Work  of  Art  it  is  Destructive  of  Humanity  & of  Art”  (Erdman,  575). 
Although  imitation  is  indeed  part  of  an  artist’s  early  formation,  the  English  School  of 
Blake’s  time  took  it  one  step  further,  and  automated  painting  and  engraving  into  an 
assembly-line  sort  of  process.  In  what  Eaves  has  called  the  English  School’s  “sanctioned 
vertical  eclecticism,”  young  artists  were  encouraged  to  stack  “the  drawing  of  Raphael,” 
“the  coloring  of  Titian,”  etc.  into  a finished  product  (259).  Blake,  however,  viewed  this 
penchant  for  “eclecticism”  as  a “commercial  ploy  to  authorize  an  academic  curriculum — 
to  ensure  an  abundance  of  specialized  expertise  in  the  arts  of  imitation  that  are  basic  to  all 
systematic  pedagogy — that  could  in  turn  support  a system  of  production  organized  to 
multiply  copies  through  cheap  divided  labor”  (237).  The  English  School’s  attempt  to  keep 


The  most  zealous  advocate  of  education  as  imitation  in  Blake’s  day  was  perhaps  Sir  Joshua  Reynolds, 
who  lectured  regularly  at  the  Academy,  and  whom  Blake  ridiculed  on  several  accounts,  filling  the  margins 
of  Reynolds’  Discourses  with  vituperative  annotations.  In  one  of  his  lectures  to  the  Academy,  Reynolds 
insisted  that  “students  should  not  presume  to  think  themselves  qualified  to  invent,  till  they  were  acquainted 
with  those  stores  of  invention  the  world  already  possesses,  and  had  by  that  means  accumulated  sufficient 
materials  for  the  mind  to  work  with’’  (222).  Clearly,  the  Academy’s  approach  to  “forming  the  mind  of  a 
young  Artist.”  is  one  of  containment,  indoctrination,  doxification. 
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up  with  the  Latinate  virtuosi  through  a synthesis  of  Continental  techniques  was,  in 
Blake’s  mind,  an  education  in  ignorance,  a mill  for  producing  mental  cripples,  or 
“blockheads:”  “This  is  like  what  Sr.  Francis  Bacon  says  that  a healthy  Child  should  be 
taught  & compelld  to  walk  like  a Cripple  while  the  Cripple  must  be  taught  to  walk  like 
healthy  people  O rare  wisdom"  (Erdman,  580). 

Children’s  Education  in  the  Age  of  Blake 

The  Public  Address  clearly  demonstrates  Blake’s  contempt  for  the  scholarly 
education  of  artists,  and,  as  we  see  in  the  citation  above,  this  collection  of  notes  also  hints 
at  Blake’s  attitude  toward  the  education  of  children.  The  suggestion  that  Bacon  would 
teach  a healthy  child  to  “walk  like  a Cripple,”  is  indeed  a strong  accusation,  and  it  seems 
to  be  directly  in  line  with  the  suggestion  that  there  is  no  place  for  the  Ramist  tradition  in 
Blake’s  episteme.  Indeed,  the  empirical  methods  of  childhood  education  spawned  by 
Ramist  logic  seem  to  climax  during  the  “Age  of  Blake”  as  is  evidenced  by  a profusion  of 
chapbooks,  emblem  books,  treatises  and  lectures  both  for  and  against  such  methods.^'’ 
The  following  lines  from  Blake’s  Tiriel  paint  the  scene  of  domestic  life  under  the  rule  of 
the  Republic  of  Scholars: 

The  child  springs  from  the  womb,  the  father  stands  ready  to  form 

The  infant  head  while  the  mother  idle  plays  with  her  dog  on  her  couch 

The  young  bosom  is  cold  for  lack  of  mothers  nourishment  & milk 

Is  cut  off  from  the  weeping  mouth  with  difficulty  & pain 

The  little  lids  are  lifted  & the  little  nostrils  opend 

The  father  forms  a whip  to  rouze  the  sluggish  senses  to  act 

And  scourges  off  all  youthful  fancies  form  the  newborn  man 


The  confines  of  this  essay  do  not  allow  for  an  adequate  coverage  of  this  literary  phenomenon.  For  an 
extensive  study  of  children’s  books  and  educational  treatises  in  the  “Age  of  Blake,”  see  Zachary  Leader’s 
Reading  Blake ’s  Songs,  in  which  the  author  suggests  “that  Blake’s  immediate  models  for  both  Innocence 
and  the  combined  Songs  were  children’s  books  and  educational  treatises  of  the  late  seventeenth  and 
eighteenth  centuries”  (xviii). 
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Then  walks  the  weak  infant  in  sorrow  compelld  to  number  footsteps 
Upon  the  sand.  &c  (Erdman,  285) 

Although  this  scene  seems  exaggeratedly  harsh,  embellished  by  Blakean  bombastics,  the 

idea  that  the  father  “stands  by  ready  to  form  the  infant  head”  points  both  literally  and 

figuratively  to  common  educational  practices  of  the  time.  In  Emile,  Rousseau  berates  the 

practice  of  giving  “the  heads  of  infants  a more  proper  form  by  a sort  of  moulding,”  a 

disciplinary  procedure  which  sometimes  accompanied  swaddling  and  tight-laced  stays 

(11).  Although  such  a procedure  was  literally  practised,  in  the  eyes  of  Rousseau,  it  was 

the  mental  swaddling  of  the  infant — the  tendency  of  forcing  children  to  “number 

footsteps  upon  the  sand”  rather  than  allowing  them  to  wander  freely  on  the  seashore — 

that  was  the  true  crime.  As  cliche  as  this  notion  might  sound,  it  unmistakably  reflects 

Rousseau’s  theory  that  children  must  be  educated  according  to  the  “order  of  Nature”: 

if,  instead  of  transporting  the  mind  of  your  pupil  to  a distance;  if,  instead  of 
incessantly  leading  him  astray  in  other  places,  in  other  climates,  in  other 
centuries,  to  the  extremities  of  the  earth,  and  even  into  the  heavens,  you  make  it 
your  study  to  make  him  always  self-contained  and  attentive  to  whatever 
immediately  affects  him-then  you  will  always  find  him  capable  of  perception,  of 
memory,  and  even  of  reasoning:  this  is  the  order  of  Nature.  (83-84) 

Of  greatest  importance  here,  is  the  word  “self-containment.”  To  allow  a child  to  be  “self- 

contained”  is  the  very  opposite  of  containing  a child  within  the  educational  restraints  of 

some  sort  of  empirical  apparatus.  The  Ramist  education,  for  example,  is  an  education  of 

radical  containment,  an  education  based  on  mental  swaddling  and  the  numbering  of 

footsteps  in  the  sand. 

For  a postmodern  audience,  the  image  of  “footsteps  in  the  sand”  carries  inevitable 
religious  connotations  which  the  eighteenth-century  audience  might  not  have  recognized. 
But  this  associative  link,  generated  here  by  the  logic  of  conduction,  is  not  completely  off- 
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track;  for  empirical  methods  of  childhood  education  ran  alongside,  and  often  went  hand 
in  hand  with,  a neo-Calvinist  ideology.  According  to  the  Puritans,  children  were  brought 
into  the  world  in  a state  of  Originial  Sin,  and  only  a strict  moral  education  could  put  them 
on  the  right  path.  Some  empiricists,  such  as  John  Locke,  agreed  with  Rousseau,  and 
attempted  to  dispel  the  notion  that  children  were  innately  evil  and  required  containment. 
Yet  the  Lockean  conception  of  the  child’s  mind  as  a “white  Paper  or  Wax  to  be  moulded” 
advocates  educational  restraint  and  containment  as  well.  In  response  to  the  harsh, 
religious  constraints  of  Puritan  worshippers,  Locke  and  his  colleagues  could  offer  only  a 
sort  of  “reason  worship”:  an  infant,  according  to  Locke,  “as  soon  as  he  is  capable  of 
submission,”  should  learn  to  “stand  in  Awe”  of  the  father,  “in  whose  Power  he  is,”  and  by 
this  means,  be  moulded  into  an  “obedient  subject”  (Leader,  13).  Hence,  Mrs.  Barbauld 
can  advise  parents  to  “impress  devotional  feelings  as  early  as  possible  on  the  infant 
mind,”  thereby  performing  an  agreeable  marriage  of  Puritan  and  Lockean  concepts  of 
childhood  education.  One  view  organized  the  world  into  Good  an  Evil,  the  other  into 
True  and  False;  both  advocated  a strict  containment  of  the  child  by  instructing  him/her  to 
scorn  the  latter  halves  of  these  two  oppositions.  Evidently,  Blake  could  not  subscribe  to 
either  of  these  philosophies,  and  he  strove  to  eradicate  both  of  them  through  his 
composite  art. 

Since  the  hypericonic  method  has  conducted  us  from  fifteenth-century  continental 
Europe  to  eighteenth-century  England,  there  are  obvious  disparities  between  these  two 
nodal  points  regarding  how  the  phenomena  of  “education”  and  “childhood”  are  to  be 
defined.  But  the  goal  of  this  essay  is  not  to  trace  the  evolution  of  such  terms,  nor  is  it  to 
draw  on  “case  studies”  which  lead  to  general  conclusions  about  the  cultures  in  which 
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these  phenomena  occur.  The  case  study,  in  hypericonomy,  is  replaced  by  a mobile 
“picture”  or  “scene”  (a  hypericon),  selected  by  the  criteria  of  subjective  motivation,  and 
developed  according  to  the  criteria  of  repetition,  diachrony  and  dispersion.  Unlike  the 
case  study,  then,  the  hypericon  is  not  a tool  for  assembling  phenomena  and  producing  a 
theory  out  of  general  observ'ations;  the  hypericon  is  a theory  in  itself.  That  being  said,  it  is 
necessary  to  introduce  Blake’s  “Nurse’s  Song”  from  the  Songs  of  Experience,  for  it  is  the 
next  constellation  in  our  hypericonic  study. 

Children’s  Vision 


2-8.  William  Blake,  “Nurse's  Song”  (1826). 

Blake’s  first  work  of  composite  art  which  deals  with  the  education  of  children  is 
The  Songs  of  Innocence,  first  published  by  his  own  relief-etch  method  in  1789.  We  might 
consider  a myriad  reasons  why  Blake  might  have  chosen  to  write  a children’s  book,  some 


more  plausible  than  others.  Perhaps  the  most  tenable  reason  has  to  do  with  Blake’s 

profession  as  an  engraver,  and  the  artistic  circle  hosted  by  his  benefactors,  Mr.  And  Mrs. 

A.S.  Mathew,  which  he  frequented  as  a young  student.  In  the  drawing  room  of  Mrs. 

Mathew,  Zachary  Leader  tells  us,  Blake  may  likely  have  met,  among  others, 

Mrs  Barbauld,  who  by  1781  had  already  published  the  popular  Lessons  for 
Children  from  Two  to  Three  Years  Old  (1780)  and  Hymns  in  Prose  for  children 
(1781);  Mrs  Chapone,  part-author  of  number  10  of  The  Rambler,  poetess,  and 
published  ‘improver  of  young  minds’;  Mrs  Montague,  witty  and  articulate 
defender  of  Shakespeare  against  Voltaire,  and  patroness  of  chimney  sweepers  or 
‘climbing  boys’;  and  Hannah  More,  friend,  like  Mrs  Montague  and  Chapone,  of 
Johnson  and  Garrick,  tragic  playwright,  and  author  and  founder  of  the  immensely 
influential  ‘Cheap  Repository  Tracts’  (1795-8),  a scheme  to  provide  suitable 
reading  matter  for  the  poor  and  their  children.  (2) 

Besides  keeping  Blake  well-informed  of  the  children’s  literary  scene,  these  social 

connections  led  to  employment  for  the  young  engraver,  among  them,  a commission  from 

Samuel  Johnson  in  1780  to  engrave  Thomas  Stothard’s  designs  for  The  Speaker:  or 

Miscellaneous  Pieces  Selected  from  the  Best  English  Writers,  and  disposed  under  proper 

heads,  with  a view  to  facilitate  the  Improvement  of  Youth  in  Reading  and  Speaking.  As 

w'e  might  expect  from  the  (conspicuously  Ramist — “proper  heads”)  title  of  this  book, 

Mrs.  Mathew’s  circle,  and  the  commissions  that  it  generated  for  Blake,  would  prove  to  be 

a source  of  inspiration  for  him,  but  certainly  not  a source  of  emulation. 

In  1784,  Blake  completed  his  first  extended  literary  work,  a burlesque  drama 

which  he  called  An  Island  in  the  Moon.  While  this  nonsensical  tale  aims  more  at 

satirizing  the  book-shop  of  Joseph  Johnson  than  it  does  “Mrs.  Mathew’s  drawing  room,” 

it  is  a clear  indication  of  Blake’s  increasing  disdain  for  mechanization,  rigid  orthodoxy. 
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and  reason  worship,  especially  as  applied  to  the  instruction  of  children.^'  The  satiric  bite 

of  this  burlesque  confronts  the  reader  quite  brusquely  at  the  very  beginning  of  the  tale: 

In  the  Moon  is  a certain  Island  . . . which  . . . seems  to  have  some  affinity  to 
England,  & what  is  even  more  extraordinary  the  people  are  so  much  alike  & their 
language  so  much  the  same  that  you  would  think  you  was  among  your  friends. 
(Erdman,  449) 

Although  such  a “booby-trap”  beginning,  as  Geoffrey  Summerfield  calls  it,  would  cause 
bells  to  go  off  in  the  head  of  the  least  satirically-minded  reader,  this  may  not  be  the  case  if 
the  reader  is  a child.  An  Island  in  the  Moon,  like  many  other  satirical  texts,  from 
Gulliver’s  Travels  to  Animal  Farm,  works  on  a variety  of  levels,  at  least  some  of  which 
can  be  appreciated  by  children.  And  this  concern  for  couching  political  and  cultural 
critique  in  a form  suitable  for  both  children  and  adults,  is  yet  one  more  reason  why  Blake 
may  have  chosen  to  write  children’s  books. 

For  Blake,  it  was  not  sufficient  that  a work  should  be  appreciated  by  two  distinct 
audiences,  at  least  not  in  the  sense  that  Bugs  Bunny,  for  example,  can  be  appreciated  by 
children  exclusively  for  its  slapstick  chicaneries,  and  by  adults  for  its  intertextual 
allusions  (the  “Barber  of  Seville”  episode  is  a case  in  point).  Although  Blake  was  pleased 
by  the  fact  that  children  had  “taken  a greater  delight  in  contemplating  my  Pictures  than  I 
ever  hoped”  (Erdman.  703),  he  wanted  his  art  to  cross  the  boundaries  of  perception.  He 
wanted  his  adult  readers  to  see  like  children,  who,  he  said,  “can  Elucidate  my  Visions” 
better  than  anyone  (Erdman,  703).  Why  should  Blake  consider  children  as  the  critics  who 

Summerfield  offers  the  following  synopsis  of  An  Island  in  the  Moon:  “mechanistic  notions  of 
consciousness,  a utilitarian  view  of  what  was  worth  knowing,  a fashion  for  moralizing  cant,  the  spread  of  an 
infantine  proto-science,  a largely  prudential  moral  orthodoxy,  the  enthusiasm  of  the  Man  of  Feeling,  the 
encyclopaedic  aspirations  of  dutiful  children  - all  are  poured  into  Blake’s  topsy-turvy  lunar  world,  and 
given  a good  shaking”  (214). 
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could  best  understand  his  “Visions”?  For  an  answer  to  this  question,  we  might  return  to 
The  Marriage  of  Heaven  and  Hell.  If  it  is  only  through  an  “increase  in  sensual 
enjoyment”  that  the  world  can  appear  “infinite  and  holy”  rather  than  “finite  and  corrupt,” 
then  children,  indeed,  are  the  human  beings  most  likely  to  peer  through  the  “doors  of 
perception.”  To  them,  the  world  is  an  infinite  source  of  sensual  delight.  Children,  in  the 
words  of  Zachary  Leader,  “people  their  world  with  imaginary  friends  and  foes,  half-create 
what  they  see,  animate  inanimate  objects,  and  take  a spontaneous  and  unselfconscious 
delight  in  creation”  (29).  Adults,  on  the  other  hand,  are  bound  to  conceptions  of  time  and 
space,  and  subscribe  to  such  notions  as  practicality  and  especially  sanity\  In  Jerusalem, 
Blake  tells  us  that 

He  who  would  see  the  Divinity  must  see  him  in  his  Children 
One  first,  in  friendship  and  love;  then  a Divine  Family,  and  in  the  midst 
Jesus  will  appear;  so  he  who  wishes  to  see  a Vision;  a perfect  Whole 
Must  see  it  in  its  Minute  Particulars.  (Erdman,  249) 

The  idea,  then,  is  not  to  force  children  into  a state  of  adulthood,  but  to  rely  on  them  as 

ambassadors  to  a world  of  “vision.”  Vision,  here,  should  not  be  confused  with 

“visuality,”  for  the  latter  is  only  one  facet  of  the  visionary’s  sensual  perception  of  reality. 

A child’s  experience  of  the  world  should  be  considered  in  the  context  of  Blake’s 

“Fourfold  Vision.”  In  Blake’s  Composite  Art,  W.J.T.  Mitchell  describes  the  “Fourfold 

Vision”  as  “the  world  as  sensed  through  all  the  gates  of  the  body,  not  merely  the  eyes; 

and  in  rhetorical  terms,  it  is  a way  of  improving  the  sensual  enjoyment  of  his  spectators, 

designing  visual  illusions  which  continually  demand  and  imply  all  the  other  senses  in 

their  structures”  (1978:74).  Of  greatest  importance  here  is  the  fact  that  Blake  opposes 

“vision”  and  “sensuality”  to  what  he  called  “Single  vision  & Newtons  sleep:” 
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Now  I a fourfold  vision  see 

And  a fourfold  vision  is  given  to  me 

Tis  fourfold  in  my  supreme  delight 

And  three  fold  in  soft  Beulahs  night 

And  twofold  Always.  May  God  us  keep 

From  Single  vision  & Newtons  sleep.  (Erdman,  722) 

It  is  not  the  place  of  the  father,  then,  to  “form  a whip”  and  “rouse  the  sluggish  senses”  of 

the  child.  For  the  father  who  would  do  so  is  slumbering,  rapt  in  a state  of  reason-worship, 

and  needs  to  be  rouzed  from  his  condition  of  “Single  vision  & Newtons  sl6ep.”  Blake 

hoped  to  accomplish  this  rousing  by  means  of  a composite  art  form  which  compels  the 

viewer  to  react  on  several  different  levels.  “Blake's  pictorial  style,”  Mitchell  suggests, 

like  his  poetic  form  and  the  total  form  of  his  composite  art,  is  organized  as  a 
dramatic,  dialectical  interaction  between  contrary  elements.  His  poems  present 
the  drama  of  consciounsnesses  interacting  with  themselves,  with  others,  and  with 
a malleable,  nonobjective  environment.  His  pictures  present  the  dramatic 
interaction  of  bodies  with  one  another  and  with  the  immediate,  multisensory 
elements  of  existential  (not  visual)  space.  (1978:74) 

In  other  words,  Blake’s  works  of  composite  art  might  not  arouse  our  sense  of  smell,  taste 

and  touch,  but  his  prints  do  incite  us  to  engage  with  them  on  something  other  than  a 

visual  level;  they  compel  us  to  react  in  ways  that  might  altogether  change  the  way  in 

which  we  see  and  experience  the  world.  In  Mitchell’s  terms,  Blake’s  composite  art,  like 

his  theory  of  “contraries”  is  a “dialectic  of  dialectics,”  a meeting  of  various  opposing 

forces  within  a complex  space  of  eternal  conflict.  This  a long  way  from  the  Ramist  notion 

of  dialectic,  the  goal  of  which  is  to  simplify  all  of  the  external  world  into  hyperorganized. 


Readers  with  a genealogical  penchant  may  want  to  consider  Newton,  here,  as  a link  in  an  epistemological 
chain  whose  primary  role  was  to  devise  a logical  organization  of  space.  Other  links  in  the  chain,  according 
to  Ong,  include  the  “Copemican  way  of  thinking  about  space  which  would  lead  to  Newtonian  physics, . . . 
the  evolution  of  the  painter’s  vision  climaxed  by  Jan  van  Eyck’s  use  of  the  picture  frame  as  diaphragm, . . . 
the  topical  logics  of  Rudolph  Agricola  and  Ramus,  as  well  as  in  other  phenomena’’  (83).  The  enigmatic 
presence  of  Newton  in  Blake’s  work  has  him  appearing  most  often  as  a figure  constrained  by  the  bounds  of 
reason.  This  subject  is  examined  quite  closely  by  Donald  Ault  in  Visionary  Physics:  Blake's  Response  to 
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bracketed  dichotomies,  and  to  discipline  the  mind  to  be  an  a-personal  container  of 
information. 

The  Nurse’s  ViceA^ise 

As  an  example  of  how  this  “dialectics  of  dialectics”  functions  through  Blake’s 
composite  art,  we  turn  now  to  Blake’s  “Nurse’s  Song”  which  appears  at  the  beginning  of 
this  section.  In  order  to  demonstrate  Blake’s  art  of  dialectic  to  students  in  a survey  of 
British  Literature,  I removed  the  text  from  the  print  using  image  editing  software,  and 
posted  the  “empty  plate”  (an  imagetext  converted  into  an  image)  on  the  Web  as  part  of  an 
assignment  entitled  “Re-writing  Blake.”  As  the  instructions  to  the  exercise  indicate,  the 
students  were  asked  to  “fill  in  the  blank  writing  space  on  the  plate  by  describing  exactly” 
what  they  saw  in  the  picture.  This  task  included  the  following  steps:  1 ) “steal”  the  image 
from  the  page  I had  created;  2)  use  a rudimentary  image  editor  called  xpaint  to  inscribe 
your  words  directly  in  the  blank  space  on  the  image;  3)  publish  the  plate  on  the  Web  and 
sent  the  URL  to  the  class  list  for  our  general  perusal.  The  goal  of  the  project  was  not  for 
the  students  to  be  poetic,  nor  was  it  (initially)  to  quiz  them  on  their  knowledge  of  Blake’s 
Songs  and  the  historical  context  of  his  work;  in  fact,  I sprung  this  project  on  them  a week 
before  we  were  supposed  to  begin  studying  the  Songs — insurance  that  they  were  coming 
to  the  plates  with  a certain  innocence.  The  goal  was  about  subject  positioning, 
stereotyping,  the  interaction  of  word  and  image,  and  the  nature  of  human  perception. 


Newton.  See  also  W.J.T.  Mitchell’s  essay,  “Chaosthetics:  Blake's  Sense  of  Form.”  in  which  the  author 
contrasts  Newton’s  “hyperorganized  world”  to  Blake’s  world  of  chaos  ( 1 80). 


Each  group  completed  the  assignment 
within  an  hour,  and  we  then  examined  the 
results  by  comparing  their  work  to  the 
unaltered  plates.  In  several  cases,  the  students 
were  astounded  by  the  fact  that  the  original 
poem  delivered  a very  different  message  than 
the  one  they  had  written  to  match  the  picture. 
For  example,  one  of  the  groups  who  rewrote 
the  “Nurse’s  Song”  described  the  picture  as  a 
peaceful  domestic  scene  in  which  a mother  or 
female  caretaker  is  grooming  a child.'^  They 
put  no  effort  into  describing  the  minute 


2-9.  “Nurse's  Song”  without  text. 


particulars  of  the  plate  because  they  viewed  the  scene  as  cliche,  something  to  be  taken  for 
granted.  But  when  they  first  saw  a copy  of  the  complete  facsimile — that  in  which  the 
nurse  tells  the  children:  “Your  spring  and  your  day  are  wasted  in  play/And  your  winter 
and  night  in  disguise”— it  was  as  if  the  picture  had  undergone  some  sort  of 


At  this  point,  a discourse  2000  would  require  the  intervention  of  a myriad  successive  readings  of  this 
hypericon.  Among  the  discursive  circuits  that  run  through  this  outlet,  we  might  consider  the  following:  the 
role  of  the  nurse,  as  opposed  to  the  father  or  mother,  in  educating  a child;  the  role  that  the  seated  child  plays 
in  this  picture,  especially  considering  the  fact  that  she  is  engaging  in  a bookish  activity,  and  that  she  too,  is 
"enframed”  (this  time,  by  a doorway);  the  mingling  of  the  baroque-looking  vines  with  the  actual  letters  of 
the  poem,  a detail  which  is  especially  significant  to  a study  guided  by  the  vise  image  (etymology  of 
“vise”=v;7;.9,  Latin  for  vine,  only  later  associated  with  the  screw  of  the  vise).  The  network  of  scholarly 
trajectories  (i.e.,  domestic  history;  pedagogic  history;  iconology;  etymology,  etc.)  which  pass  through  the 
node  of  Blake’s  “Nurse’s  Song”  cannot  be  covered  adequately  in  an  essay  of  this  scope,  nor  would  this  web 
of  concatenations  be  appropriately  represented  in  a medium  which  must  limit  itself  to  a few  hundred  printed 
sheets  of  paper.  I would  argue,  however,  that  such  a multi-faceted,  multi-disciplinary  undertaking  would  be 
appropriate  to  an  electronic  medium  which  supports  the  gathering  of  various  discourses  provided  by  a 
collaborative  effort  at  a single  ideational  node.  Hypericonology  calls  for  this  multi-disciplinary 
collaboration  and  its  crossing  with  the  subjective  discursive  elements  of  each  collaborator — without 
relegating  any  of  these  discursive  circuits  to  the  confines  of  a foomote. 
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transformation,  as  had  the  students’  opinions  about  it.  After  observing  the  complete 
facsimile,  with  its  dismal  connotations,  many  students  commented  on  the  details  with  a 
greater  degree  of  care.  For  example,  several  students  noted  that  the  positioning  of  the 
Nurse’s  hands  seemed  awkward  and  unnatural.  They  suggested  that  the  nurse  appears  to 
be  “measuring  the  child’s  head,”  or  at  least  “containing  it”  within  the  makeshift  frame  of 
her  hands.  They  also  noticed  that  the  child  seems  somewhat  constrained,  standing  as  he  is 
with  his  arms  crossed  awkwardly  about  his  torso.  The  whole  scene,  one  group  of  students 
would  suggest  later,  reminded  them  of  Wordsworth’s  “We  Are  Seven,”  in  which,  as  we 
had  concluded  in  a previous  class,  a rational,  experienced  adult  tries  and  fails  to  impose 
his  conception  of  death  on  a prerational,  innocent  child. 

Some  students  decided  to  continue  this  discussion  on  the  class  e-mail  list  which  is 
archived  in  the  Networked  Writing  Environment’s  Web  site.  Here  is  an  example  of  what 
one  student  wrote; 

I thought  it  was  rather  interesting  how  people  could  see  one  thing  in  the  plates 
when  they  didn't  know  what  they  were  about  and  then  another  when  they  were 
told  what  it  actually  was.  It  was  like  all  of  a sudden  they  had  seen  that  all  along.  It 
was  strange  that  when  told  what  something  is  supposed  to  be,  everyone  almost 
automatically  adapts  their  perception  to  see  it  that  way.  It's  also  kind  of  a good 
thing  because  it  also  shows  that  people  are  willing  to  keep  an  open  mind  and  see 
things  in  another  person’s  view. 

Through  this  exercise,  Blake  teaches  us  a dialectical  lesson  in  perspective.  Mainly,  he 
teaches  us  not  to  trust  our  visual  sense  alone — an  invaluable  lesson  for  students 
bombarded  daily  by  the  words  and  images  of  a postmodern  mediascape,  a landscape  in 
which  the  imagetext  is  the  dominant  mode  of  communication.  Like  Magritte’s  Trahison 
des  images,  Blake’s  “Nurse’s  Song”,  through  a radial  dialectic  of  image  and  text,  causes 
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us  to  reconsider  our  own  subject  positioning  by  asking  us  to  question  the  faculties  and 
tools  by  means  of  which  we  experience  the  world. 

Of  course,  “Re-writing  Blake”  is  only  a simple  exercise — one  which  some  may 
consider  “un-extraordinary” — created  for  freshman  in  a survey  class.  But  even  though 
this  exercise  may  not  be  revolutionary  in  itself,  it  is  an  indication  that  electronic 
technology,  when  used  self-consciously,  may  serve  as  a means  of  rousing  ourselves  from 
the  “Single  vision  & Newtons  sleep”  in  which  print  technology  has  steeped  us.  By 
creating  exercises  such  as  “Re-writing  Blake”,  we  are  not  writing  about  the  poet/painter, 
we  are  writing  with  him;  we  are  engaging  in  a method  of  composition  which,  as  we  saw 
in  the  first  chapter,  deviates  from  the  discourse  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars.  Furthermore 
this  poetics  of  “writing  with,”  especially  when  it  involves  pictorial  elements,  is  a mode  of 
discourse  suitable  to  new  electronic  media.  In  the  next  chapter,  we  will  investigate  the 
possibilities  of  carrying  this  poetics,  a poetics  of  the  hypericon,  into  the  space  of 
electronic  writing.  There,  it  will  be  reconsidered  according  to  a dialectic  of  figure/ground, 
author/reader,  self/other,  always  reaching  toward  a mode  of  representation  which 
cautiously  embraces  the  capacaties  of  the  new'  technology,  while  loosening  the  cognitive 
vise  of  the  printing  press  and  its  consequent,  conspiratorial  methodologies. 


2-10.  Stephen  Gibb,  No  Parole  (1990). 
Courtesy  of  the  Artist. 


CHAPTER  3 

FROM  LOOP  TO  LOUPE:  ELECTRONIC  WRITING  AND  DN2000 

It  was  at  this  period,  when  words  or  verse  were  tortured  into  such  fantastic 
forms,  that  the  trees  in  gardens  were  twisted  or  sheared  into  obelisks  and  giants, 
peacocks  or  flower  pots.  < 

- Isaac  D ’Israeli 

Visualization  and  Intelligence 

This  past  spring,  while  chaperoning  a group  of  grade  8 students  on  a field  trip,  1 
had  the  opportunity  to  visit  the  Sega  Playdium  in  Mississauga,  Ontario.  The  Playdium  is 
an  imposing  “33,000  square  foot  complex  [which]  holds  more  than  180  state-of-the-art 
video  simulators  and  immersive  entertainment”  (Live  the  Game  @ Playdium). 
Admittedly,  I was  impressed  by  the  sheer  magnitude  and  electronic  sophistication  of  this 
warehouse  of  digital  simulacrum.  As  a child,  I had  felt  the  rush  of  “immersive 
entertainment,”  if  only  by  means  of  my  (now  considered  retro)  Atari  2600  video  game 
system.  But  the  “immersive  environments”  of  Playdium  are  galaxies  away  from  those 
skittish,  two-dimensional  2600  games  such  as  Pit  Fall  and  Pole  Position.  Perhaps  this  is 
why,  upon  entering  the  Playdium,  I chose  to  bypass  the  high-tech  games  like  Solar 
Assault  and  Mortal  Kombat  4,  and  went  straight  to  a traditional  marksman’s  game  called 
Police  Trainer.  I could  tell  that  this  game — hidden  away  in  the  furthest  comer  of  the 
Playdium,  unattended  by  the  usual  anxious  queue  of  jittery  adolescents — was  a real  dud. 
Probably  on  the  way  out,  I figured.  Not  intimidated  by  the  uncoolness  of  this  game,  I 
inserted  my  complimentary  “Unlimited  Play”  pass  and  began  shooting. 
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Police  Trainer  is  conceptually  simple.  The  screen  displays  a variety  of  shooting 
galleries,  and  the  player  takes  aim  at  the  targets  using  a frighteningly  realistic  handgun 
attached  to  the  terminal  by  a wire.  The  galleries  are  organized  into  such  categories  as 
“Speed”  (Targets  appear  at  random  on  the  screen,  then  disappear  quickly.),  “Accuracy” 

(A  variety  of  human  silhouettes  appear  on  the  screen;  “bad  guys”  must  be  shot,  “good 
guys”  spared.),  and  “Intelligence”  (The  screen  is  split  horizontally  with  several  targets  on 
top  and  only  one  on  the  bottom;  the  player  must  shoot  the  target  in  the  upper  section  that 
matches  the  single  target  in  the  lower  section.).  ‘Intelligence?’  I asked  myself  ‘What  does 
this  have  to  do  with  intelligence?’  I asked  this  not  because  I was  affronted  by  my 
incapacity  to  shoot  accurately  in  this  gallery  (in  fact,  I did  surprisingly  well  for  an  old 
man),  but  because  there  seemed  to  be  no  possible  correlation  between  a person’s  I.Q.  and 
his/her  ability  to  shoot  a target  on  a video  terminal.  All  this  game  requires,  it  seemed,  is 
hand-eye  coordination  and  the  ability  to  visually  zoom  in  on  a limited  field  of  pixels. 

A few  days  later,  as  1 browsed  through  a copy  of  American  Scientist,  the 
correlation  between  Target  Practice  and  “intelligence”  became  as  clear  as  the  sky  in  the 
background  of  Solar  Assault. 

In  the  previous  chapters,  we  considered  the  possibility  that  hypericonomy  is  a 
mode  of  scholarly  discourse  suitable  to  new  electronic  media.  But  what,  exactly,  are 
those  media?  For  the  purpose  of  brevity,  and  in  order  to  sustain  focus  here,  let  us  consider 
the  following  list  of  digital  tools  as  an  answer  to  that  question:  television,  video  games, 
digital  video  discs  and  players,  digital  audio  discs  and  players,  wireless  telephones, 
computer  hardware  and  software  of  all  types,  etc.,  including  word  processors,  image 
editors,  access  to  the  World-Wide  Web,  e-mail,  and  MOOs.  While  this  list  is  by  no 
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means  comprehensive,  it  does  give  a fair  indication  of  the  electronic  tools  that  have 
infiltrated  Western  culture  in  the  past  few  decades.  What  is  most  striking  is  that,  with  the 
exception  of  wireless  telephones,'  all  of  these  devices  lend  themselves  to  an  enhancement 
of  visual  experience — even  the  compact  disc,  a primarily  audio  device,  depends 
substantially  on  the  support  of  the  music  video  (an  invention  with  which  it  seems  to  have 
been  reared  simultaneously)  for  its  success  in  our  culture.  Once  again,  the  argument  that 
we  live  in  a “visual”,  or  even  a “pictorial,”  culture  seems  cliche,  and  one  can  hear  the 
lashings  of  a dead  horse  with  each  new  example.  However,  it  seems  that  the  point  has  yet 
to  hit  home  in  the  academy,  and  so  the  lashing  must  continue.  Then  again,  it  may  be  that 
lashing  is  simply  the  wrong  approach.  As  in  the  education  of  children,  one  may  achieve  a 
much  more  poignant  effect  by  setting  an  example,  by  showing  rather  than  telling,  by 
presenting  possibilities  rather  than  inculcating  or  indoctrinating. 

The  education  of  children  is  not  merely  a cursory  metaphor  here,  for  it  is  in 
childhood  education  that  many  of  our  questions  about  “visual  culture”  and  its  effect  on, 
its  place  in,  the  academy  may  be  answered.  Before  exploring  this  possibility  more 
extensively,  however,  let  us  reconsider  or  restate  our  objectives  as  outlined  in  the 
previous  chapters,  in  order  to  justify  the  necessity  and  pertinence  of  the  subjects  treated 
here.  As  previously  stated,  we  are  searching  for  a mode  of  discourse  suitable  to  new, 
electronic  media.  In  this  chapter,  the  pursuit  of  a hypericonomic  method  is  placed  en 
abyme  while  we  attempt  to  untangle  the  electronic  vascular  system  whose  capillaries  have 

' One  could  easily  make  the  argument  that  the  success  and  widespread  use  of  wireless  telephony  is  due,  at 
least  in  part,  to  the  “image”  that  this  status  symbol  provokes.  The  Cell  phone  and  the  beeper  are  fashion 
accessories  de  rigueur  in  certain  social  circles,  thereby  making  wireless  technology  an  essential  element,  or 
perhaps  a victim  of,  visual  culture. 
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begun  to  throb  in  our  very  classrooms.  While  the  brief  list  of  electronic  tools  above  might 
account  for  the  implements  that  we  encounter  on  a daily  basis,  it  is  obvious  that  not  all  of 
these  tools  perform  a significant  role  in  the  academy.  Of  course,  the  computer  plays  the 
most  significant  role,  since  it  is  the  tool  which  best  supplements,  and  sometimes 
supplants  other  forms  of  information  delivery  and  storage  in  the  academy,  i.e.,  print 
technology.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  this  essay  aims  to  design  a discourse  for  hypertext, 
the  new  medium  of  choice  in  many  scholarly  circles,  and  the  interface  which  drives  the 
World-Wide  Web.  But  whereas  the  computer  is  the  most  far-reaching,  “new,  electronic” 
tool  in  education,  it  is  not  the  only  electronic  device  which  influences  learning. 
Television,  video  games,  even  compact  discs — marginal  electronic  media  from  a 
scholarly  point  of  view — all  play  a part  in  education,  even  though  they  may  not  be  an 
integral  element  of  the  classroom  experience. 

It  has  been  argued  that  new  media  of  visualization  can  actually  assist  in  the 
process  of  knowledge  acquisition,  and  even  in  the  development  of  overall  intelligence. 
The  goal  of  this  chapter,  however,  is  not  to  suggest  that  these  marginal  electronic  media 
should  be  implemented  more  frequently  in  the  academy.  Instead,  I would  argue  that  the 
modes  of  cognition  which  these  media  foster  and  facilitate  can  be  channeled  into  the 
academic  environment  by  means  of  new  modes  of  representation  (i.e.,  hypericonomy), 
thereby  rendering  the  activity  of  knowledge  acquisition  more  suitable  to  a visual, 
electronic  culture,  and  vice  versa. 

Only  recently  have  we  begun  to  see  quantifiable  evidence  of  the  influence  of 
electronic  media  on  students  in  the  academy.  The  Nintendo  Generation,  after  all,  has 
barely  reached  its  sophomore  year,  and  rumors  about  TV-junkie  students  with  poor 
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writing  skills  and  short  attention  spans  have  not  yet  been  treated  as  a widespread  and 
unyielding  crisis.  We  are  quick  to  blame  the  shortfalls  of  the  postmodern  student  on  our 
visual  culture,  on  television  and  video  games,  on  advertisements,  comic  books  and 
billboards.  “The  decline  of  a print-based  epistemology,”  writes  Neil  Postman,  “and  the 
accompanying  rise  of  a television-based  epistemology  has  had  grave  consequences  for 
public  life,”  i.e.,  “we  are  getting  sillier  by  the  minute”  (24).  Even  W.J.T.  Mitchell,  in  his 
optimistic  diagnosis  of  the  Pictorial  Turn,  concedes  that  “everyone  knows  that  television 
is  bad  for  you  and  that  its  badness  has  something  to  do  with  the  passivity  and  fixation  of 
the  spectator”  (1994:2).  But  what  if  television,  scapegoat  of  all  media  of  visualization, 
actually  was  good  for  you?  What  if  exercising  the  mode  of  perception  required  for 
decoding  messages  on  television,  in  video  games,  in  advertisements  and  comic  books, 
could  actually  increase  one’s  intelligence?  In  a recent  issue  of  American  Scientist,  Ulric 
Neisser  makes  this  very  argument  as  he  raises  the  widely  discussed  issue  of  the  “Flynn 
Effect.”  a title  given  to  identify  the  steady  increase  in  I.Q.  scores  since  the  first  tests  were 
administered.  Neisser  argues,  though  guardedly,  that  visual  media  may  be  a substantial 
contributing  factor  in  this  perv'asive  increase. 

According  to  the  Flynn  Effect  (named  after  James  Flynn,  a political  scientist  at  the 
University  of  Otago  in  New  Zealand),  “the  rate  of  gain  on  standard  broad-spectrum  IQ 
tests  amounts  to  three  IQ  points  per  decade,  and  it  is  even  higher  on  certain  specialized 
measures”  (Neisser,  nintro.html).  To  explain  this  phenomenon,  Neisser  considers  a broad 
range  of  factors,  the  most  convincing  of  which  is  that  “children  attend  school  longer  now 
and  have  become  more  familiar  with  the  testing  of  school-related  material”  (nflynn.html). 
This  explanation  is  unsatisfactory,  however,  since  the  increase  in  I.Q.  scores  is  due 
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mainly  to  improvements  in  non-academic  areas,  such  as  abstract  and  visual  reasoning.  In 
fact,  Neisser  points  out  that  “the  tests  more  closely  linked  to  school  content  show  the 
smallest  gains  of  all”  (nflynn.html).  This  leads  him  to  conclude  that  the  rise  in  I.Q.  scores 
must  be  attributable  to  extra-scholarly  phenomena,  and  after  exploring  the  effects  of 
“nutrition”  and  “child-rearing  practices”  on  I.Q.  scores,  Neisser  surmises  that  perhaps  the 
most  striking  20th-century  change  in  our  cognitive  environment,  and  hence,  the  most 
viable  explanation  for  the  “Flynn  Effect”,  is  an  increase  in  exposure  to  many  types  of 
visual  media.  “From  pictures  on  the  wall  to  movies  to  television  to  video  games  to 
computers,  each  successive  generation  has  been  exposed  to  far  richer  optical  displays 
than  the  one  before”  (nvisual.html). 

Could  our  visual  culture,  then,  the  culture  which  is  making  us  “sillier  by  the 
minute,”  actually  be  responsible  for  a certain  intellectual  (r)evolution? 


3- 1 . Stephen  Gibb,  Suck  (1991).  Courtesy  of  the  Artist. 


Citing  the  work  of  Patricia  Greenfield  at  UCLA,  Neisser  argues  that  children 
exposed  to  rich  optical  displays  “develop  specific  skills  of  visual  analysis,  skills  in  which 
they  routinely  excel  their  elders”  (nvisual.html).  These  skills  go  beyond  the  ability  to 
program  a VCR  or  work  a mouse  (a  skill  which  is  natural  to  most  children,  yet,  always  to 
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my  surprise,  seems  to  be  absent  altogether  in  the  50+  set).  And  although  we  might 
immediately  think  of  the  lessons  of  Sesame  Street  and  The  Magic  School  Bus  (they  assail 
our  children  on  all  sides:  in  books,  on  television,  and  on  CD-Rom)  as  the  factors  most 
likely  to  pump  up  an  infant’s  brain,  the  cognitive  skills  which  Greenfield  identifies  fall 
more  generally  into  the  category  of  “visual  analysis.”  Visual  analysis  is  a mode  of 
cognition  which  is  not  generally  developed  by  means  of  educational  “lessons”  such  as 
those  provided  in  the  content  of  these  popular  children’s  shows.  Hence,  these  programs 
play  only  a marginal  role  in  the  Flynn  Effect,  or  more  accurately,  it  is  not  the  traditional 
educational  elements  of  these  programs  which  account  for  the  increased  l.Q.’s,  but  the 
highly  visual  environment,  the  visual  media,  in  which  these  elements  are  delivered. 


3-2.  Stereogram  created  with  GP  POPOUT  (Internet  Shareware). 


In  a pictorial  culture,  as  I have  already  suggested,  “visual  analysis”  is  perhaps  the 
most  active  mode  of  cognition.  But  this  optical  mode  goes  beyond  a passive  fascination 
with  the  image  as  described  by  Neil  Postman,  for  example.  “Beyond  merely  looking  at 


pictures,”  Neisser  observes  that 
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we  analyze  them.  Picture  puzzles,  mazes,  exploded 
views  and  complex  montages  appear  everywhere — 
on  cereal  boxes,  on  McDonald’s  wrappers,  in  the 
instructions  for  assembling  toys  and  in  books 
intended  to  help  children  pass  the  time.  . . . And 
static  displays  such  as  pictures  are  only  the 
beginning.  We  have  had  movies  since  the  1 920s, 
television  since  the  1 950s  and  video  games  since  the 
1970s.  (nvisual.html) 

Neisser  concludes  that  this  postmodern  penchant  for  “visual 
analysis”  plays  a determinant  role  in  the  “Flynn  Effect,” 
especially  when  we  consider  the  increased  scores  on  tests 
such  as  “Raven’s  Progressive  Matrices”,  which  consists 
mainly  of  the  spatial  manipulation  of  geometrical  shapes,  and 


3-3.  McDonald’s  Peter  Pan 
Magnifying  Glass.  €>  Disney. 


which  is  used  to  measure  abstract-reasoning  ability. 


Certainly,  Neisser’s  argument  provides  a viable  reason  for  the  makers  of  Police 
Trainer  to  claim  that  their  game  measures,  and  might  even  increase,  a certain  type  of 


intelligence.  We  must,  of  course,  be  more  careful  if  we  are  going  to  claim  that  the  game 
might  actually  increase  the  actual  intelligence  of  the  player.  We  might  claim  that  games 
such  as  Police  Trainer,  along  with  various  other  types  of  complex  visual  media,  might 
measure  one’s  ability  to  succeed  on  an  l.Q.  test,  and  nothing  more.  However,  this 
conclusion  would  go  hand  in  hand  with  the  axiom  that  an  l.Q.  test  measures  nothing  but 
one’s  ability  to  succeed  on  an  l.Q.  test,  and  hence,  taking  l.Q.  tests  and  playing  video 
games  would  have  to  be  considered  as  mutually  futile  activities.  Those  seeking  to  develop 
a discourse  2000  must  not,  on  the  other  hand,  be  so  hasty  to  dismiss  the  usefulness  of 


either  of  these  two  activities;  for  while  video  games  and  l.Q.  tests  may  not  improve  or 


measure  actual  intelligence,  they  do  indeed  help  us  identify  and  distinguish  between 
different  modes  of  cognition. 
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By  considering  the  possibility  of  a correlation  between  the  Flynn  effect  and 
developments  in  optical  media,  we  are  at  least  “focusing  our  attention  on  the  diversity  of 
mental  abilities  , and  on  the  possibility  ' a'.'"  , 

that  “different  forms  of  intelligence  are  k-  'V.'ifv  ’ 


developed  by  different  kinds  of 
experience”  (nvisual.html).  Given  our 
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modes  of  cognition  other  than  the 
scholarly  mode  of  storage/recall  by 
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3-4.  Raven's  Progressive  Matrices,  hypothetical 


r !-•  1-  ^1.  j adaptation, 

means  of  which  the  academy  measures  ^ 

intelligence.  My  argument,  then,  is  not  that  visual  media  have  made  us  or  our  children 
more  intelligent  than  our  predecessors,  but  that  cultural  developments  lead  to  shifts  in  the 
hierarchy  of  cognitive  processes.  And  so,  while  we  may  be  lax  “with  respect  to  other 
aspects  of  intelligence,”  we  are  “indeed  very  much  smarter  than  our  grandparents  where 
visual  analysis  is  concerned,”  (nvisual.html).  Rather  than  hiding  our  electronic 
enlightenment  under  a bushel,  then,  perhaps  we  should  be  plying  our  advanced  visual 
skills  in  the  classroom  and  in  the  study. 


^ This  figure  is  borrowed  from  Neisser,  who  based  it  on  a model  by  P.A.  Carpenter,  M.A.  Just  and  P.  Shell 
which  appeared  in  an  article  entitled  “What  one  intelligence  test  measures:  a theoretical  account  of  the 
processing  in  the  Raven  Progressive  Matrices  Tesf’  {Psychological  Review  97;  404-43 1 ).  Neisser  explains 
the  test  as  follows:  “It  [the  test]  requires  visual  analysis  as  well  as  the  ability  to  keep  track  of  a hierarchy  of 
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As  W.J.T.  Mitchell  has  demonstrated,  “people  have  always  known,  at  least  since 
Moses  denounced  the  Golden  Calf,  that  images  were  dangerous,  that  they  can  captivate 
the  onlooker  and  steal  the  soul”  (1994:2).  But  if  we  learn  to  see  this  fear  of  images  as  a 
cultural  prejudice  embedded  within  us  by  a 400-year-old  tradition  of  printed  texts  and  the 
rule  of  reason,  then  we  may  begin  to  view  the  image  as  a tool  for  knowledge-acquisition, 
and  not  as  a device  for  deception  and  depravity.  If  we  can  get  beyond  this  prejudice,  then 
we  can  consider  the  possibility  of  drawing  on  other  modes  of  cognition — more 
specifically  “visual  analysis” — in  scholarly  circles,  making  use  of  the  technology  at  our 
disposal.  And  we  should  do  so  not  out  of  a blind  fascination  and  reverence  for  electronic 
tools,  i.e.,  because  “we  have  the  technology”  or  because  “the  media  prescribes  it”  or  even 
worse,  because  “it’s  fashionable”;  we  should  draw  more  readily  on  these  tools  because 
they  may  provide  us  with  a means  of  tapping  into  modes  of  cognition  which  evade  the 
grasp  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars,  modes  of  cognition  which  break  down  departmental 
isolation,  increase  communication  between  student  and  instructor,  and  allow  researchers 
to  come  to  a better  understanding  of  their  subject  matter,  of  their  culture,  and  of 
themselves.  The  remainder  of  this  chapter  is  devoted  to  exploring  this  faculty  of  “visual 
analysis,”  in  order  to  establish  its  place  within  a discourse  2000. 

Figure/Ground  1:  The  Optical  Unconscious 

In  the  first  chapter,  we  looked  at  Rosalind  Kraus’s  The  Optical  Unconscious,  a 
remarkable  study  of  modernity  and  the  avant-garde.  This  text,  as  we  have  seen,  is  of 
special  interest  to  us,  not  only  because  it  sheds  light  on  the  avant-garde’s  attempts  to  form 

operations  and  goals. . . . The  pattern  on  top  is  missing  a piece,  and  a test-taker  must  determine  which  of  the 
numbered  pieces  below  will  complete  it”  (ncap3.html). 
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an  “alternative  scopic  regime,”  but  because  Kraus  employs  some  of  the  very  methods  of 
avant-garde  artists  in  an  iconic,  abyssal  presentation  of  her  research  materials.  Central  to 
Kraus’s  methodology  is  a theory  of  “visual  analysis”  with  which  we  should  now  be 
familiar,  a theory  which  depicts  seeing  as  a subjective,  intertextual  activity.  In  the 
definition  of  her  own  “optical  unconscious,”  Kraus  speaks  at  once  about  this  subjectivity 
and  this  intertextuality  by  means  of  which  she  sees  the  world  of  art,  and  is  able  to  write 
about  it; 

If  it  [the  optical  unconscious]  can  be  spoken  of  at  all  as  externalized  within  the 
visual  field,  this  is  because  a group  of  disparate  artists  have  so  constructed  it 
there,  constructing  it  as  a projection  of  the  way  that  human  vision  can  be  thought 
to  be  less  than  a master  of  all  it  surveys,  in  conflict  as  it  is  with  what  is  internal  to 
the  organism  that  houses  it.  ( 1 79) 

This  “group  of  disparate  artists”  to  which  Kraus  refers  is,  of  course,  the  twentieth-century 
avant-garde,  whose  compulsion  to  undo  the  visual  prejudices  of  conventional  modernism 
drove  them  to  explore  the  innermost  stations  of  madness  and  childhood  delirium.^  Before 
examining  the  methods  of  the  avant-garde,  however,  we  should  first  examine  the  visual 
prejudices  against  which  they  were  reacting.  The  camera  obscura,  as  described  by  Kraus, 
might  serve  as  a convenient  hypericon''  for  encapsulating  the  classical  understanding  of 
visuality  which  the  avant-garde  challenged: 


The  term  “delirium”  is  used  deliberately  here,  based  on  the  etymology  in  which  the  word  is  rooted:  in 
Latin,  de  lirare,  which  means,  literally,  to  “go  out  of  the  furrow”.  The  importance  of  “going  out  of  the 
furrow”  shall  return  in  the  final  chapter.  In  the  Manifesle  du  surrealisme  (1924),  Breton  betrays  the 
surrealist  longing  for  childhood  in  the  following  delirious  passage,  among  others;  “S'il  [I’hommeJ  garde  sa 
luddite,  il  ne  peut  qiie  se  retourner  alors  vers  son  enfance  qui,  pour  massacree  qu  'elle  ait  de  par  le  soin 
des  dresseurs,  ne  lui  en  semble  pas  moins  pleine  de  charmes.  Ld.  / ’absence  de  toute  rigueur  connue  lui 
laisse  la  perspective  de  plusieurs  vies  menees  d la  fois;  il  s 'enracine  dans  cette  illusion;  il  ne  vent  plus 
connaitre  que  la  facilite  momentanee,  extreme,  de  toutes  choses.  Chaque  matin,  des  enfants  partent  sans 
inquidude.  Tout  est  pres,  les  pires  conditions  matd  ielles  sont  excellentes.  Les  bois  sont  blancs  ou  noirs,  on 
ne  dormira  jamais  " (13-14). 

See  Mitchell’s  Iconohgy  for  a depiction  of  the  camera  obscura  as  a Marxian  “hyper-icon”  which 
embodies  the  concept  of  ideology;  “as  Marx  would  say,  the  image  behind  the  concept  [of  ideology],  is  the 
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Beaming  light  through  a pinhole  into  a darkened  room  and  focusing  that  light  on 
the  wall  opposite,  the  camera  obscura  allowed  the  observer — whether  it  was 
Newton  for  his  Optics  or  Descartes  for  his  Dioptique — to  view  that  plane  as 
something  independent  of  his  own  powers  of  synthesis,  something  that  he,  as  a 
detached  subject,  could  therefore  observe.  It  was  due  to  this  structural 
disconnection  between  plane  of  focus  and  observing  subject  that  the  camera 
obscura  came  to  function  as  a model  for  the  ‘classical’  subject  of  knowledge. 
(128) 

We  see  in  this  classical  model  of  visuality  the  same  approach  to  knowledge  upheld  by 
Ramus  and  his  legacy  of  scholars,  the  same  episteme  which  Blake  scorned,  and  which  he 
diagnosed  as  “Single  Vision  and  Newton’s  Sleep’’,  the  same  episteme  which  a discourse 
2000  must  necessarily  deconstruct  by  means  of  a complexification. 

Marcel  Duchamp  critiqued  the  “single  vision’’  of  classical  optics  by  identifying  its 
guiding  presence  in  certain  types  of  modernist  painting  (i.e.,  impressionism,  abstraction, 
cubism),  and  labeling  it  as  “retinalism,’’  a shallow  attempt  to  appeal  to  the  field  of  vision 
alone.  “Since  the  advent  of  impressionism,”  Duchamp  insisted,  “visual  productions  stop 
at  the  retina.  Impressionism,  fauvism,  cubism,  abstraction,  it's  always  a matter  of  retinal 
painting.  Their  physical  preoccupations:  the  reactions  of  colors,  etc.,  put  the  reactions  of 
the  gray  matter  in  the  background”  (128).  Duchamp’s  response  to  this  retinalism  was  to 
bring  the  “reactions  of  the  gray  matter”  to  the  foreground — a reconfiguring  of  artistic 
praxis,  a shifting  of  figure  and  ground,  form  and  content.  Duchamp’s  yearning  to 
foreground  the  “gray  matter,”  led  ultimately  to  his  experimentation  with  optical  illusions 
(his  retroreliefs)  which  brought  into  relief  the  instability  of  the  viewer’s  perspective,  and 
finally,  the  Large  Glass,  which  he  hoped  would  pierce  through  the  retinal,  and  reach 
viewers  on  a cognitive/psychic/neural  level.  The  Large  Glass,  according  to  Duchamp, 


camera  obscura,  literally  a ‘dark  room’  or  box  in  which  images  are  projected.  The  image  behind  the 
concept  of  commodity,  on  the  other  hand,  is  the  fetish  or  idol,  an  object  of  superstition”  (162). 
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required  the  viewer  to  experience  the  piece,  not  as  a detached  subject,  but  with  all  the 
“density  and  opacity  of  the  viewing  subject  as  the  very  precondition  of  his  access  to 
sight”  (126). 

Compared  to  the  complexity  of 
Duchamp’s  optical  physics,  the  desire 
of  the  Surrealists  to  foreground  the 
unconscious  seems  like  elementary 
child’s  play.  But  it  was  indeed  the 
Surrealists  and  their  “child’s  play” 
which  Duchamp  most  admired  and 
wished  to  emulate,  particularly  their 
ability  to  toy  with  the  figure/ground 
distinction.  In  The  Optical 
Unconscious,  Kraus  relies  heavily  on 
the  work  of  Max  Ernst  in  order  to 
demonstrate  the  Surrealists’  undoing  of 

the  figure/ground  binary.  In  the  following  scene,  Theodore  Adorno  takes  the  stage  as  a 
student  of  Ernst: 

Adorno  is  looking  at  the  first  plate  of  Femme  100  tetes,  or  perhaps,  since  they  are 
identical,  the  last.  “Crime  or  miracle,”  the  initial  caption  reads,  “a  complete 
man.”  In  its  second,  final,  appearance  the  image  is  titled  simply  “End  and 
continuation.”  But  in  each  of  the  two  identical  plates,  Blake's  angel  Gabriel, 
minus  his  trumpet,  collaged  against  a stormy  sky,  is  falling  from  the  center  of  the 
large,  egglike  form  of  something  that  could  be  an  ascending  balloon.  Or  is  he, 
too,  like  the  souls  he  is  calling  forth  on  the  last  judgement,  rising?  The  tiny  men 
huddled  below,  in  the  windswept  space  of  the  nineteenth-century  wood 
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engraving,  resemble  indeed  the  populations  of  awakened  dead  from  medieval 
tympana.  At  least  in  the  grip  of  Adorno's  associations,  they  do.  (34) 

In  Ernst’s  collage,  indeed,  in  a variety  of  plates  from  La  femme  100  teles,  figure  and 

ground  shift  and  shimmer  as  they  might  in  an  optical  illusion,  undoing  the  stability  of  the 

viewer’s  perspective.  From  one  point  of  view,  Blake’s  Angel  Gabriel  is  the  figure  of  the 

painting;  from  another,  he  “is  more  like  background,  the  single,  grand  surface  on  which 

everything  else  is  supported.  A foreground,  then,  that  is  also  a background,  a top  that  is 

clearly  a bottom’’  (36).  '^Through  a variety  of  methods.  Surrealists  attempted  to  undo  basic 

assumptions  about  figure  and  ground,  self  and  other,  dreaming  and  “reality,”^  etc.,  all  in 

the  name  of  altering  human  perception.  Whether  or  not  they  succeeded  is  in  the  eye  of  the 

beholder. 


3-6.  Daliesque  Simpsons.  © Fox  Broadcasting  Corp. 


^ ”Je  c?'ois  a la  rholution  future  de  ces  deux  etats,  en  apparence  si  contradict oires,  que  sont  le  reve  et  la 
realite,  en  une  sorte  de  realite  absolue.  de  surrealite,  si  I 'on  pent  ainsi  dire  " (Breton.  24). 
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The  fact  that  Surrealism  has  made  its  way  onto  T-shirts,  bumper  stickers, 
advertisements,  and  even  into  contemporary  humor^  might  be  viewed  as  evidence  that  the 
Surrealists’  attempt  to  infiltrate  social  consciousness  has  been  a success.  A more 
acceptable  view,  however,  is  that  Surrealism  has  been  commodified,  tapped  and  drained 
of  its  shock-effect,  de-  or  perhaps  re-politicized  by  a postmodern,  capitalist  market.  In 
either  case,  the  contemporary  popularity  of  Surrealist  imagery,  imagery  which  stunned 
and  baffled  its  initial  audience,  demonstrates  the  advanced  level  of  optical  sophistication 
w'hich  the  average  consumer  possesses  at  the  end  of  the  twentieth  century. 


Figure/Ground  2:  Children’s  Literature 

Not  surprisingly,  the  Surrealists  looked  to  childhood  experience  as  a means  of 
transforming  humanity’s  relationship  to  the  everyday.  As  we  saw  in  the  previous  chapter, 
a child’s  world  is  quite  unlike  that  of  an  adult:  children  “people  their  world  with 
imaginary  friends  and  foes,  half-create  what  they  see,  animate  inanimate  objects,  and  take 
a spontaneous  and  unselfconscious  delight  in  creation”  (Leader,  29).  In  their  attempt  to 
enter  into  this  idealized  childhood  world,  the  surrealists  took  to  game-playing, 
nonsensical  babbling,  intentional  disorientation,  etc.^  In  general.  Surrealism  involved  a 
sort  of  psychoanalytic  revision  of  childhood  experiences,  not  as  a means  of  therapy. 


^ Q:  What  do  you  get  when  you  cross  an  orange?  A:  Peanut  butter,  elephants  can't  swim! ! ! 

Q:  Is  it  faster  to  Chicago  or  by  bus?  A:  Yes,  but  where  do  I send  the  fish? 

Q:  What's  the  difference  between  a typewriter?  A:  Half  a zipper. 

Q:  What's  the  difference  between  a dead  bird?  A;  His  other  leg  is  just  as  long! 

(copied  from  an  e-mail  joke  list  archived  at  www.frotztOwn.com) 

^ See  A Book  of  Surrealist  Games  for  a wide  selection  of  examples  demonstrating  the  Surrealists’  attempts 
to  experience  and  document  a child-like  mental  state.  This  highly  entertaining  and  sometimes  shocking  text 
describes  a variety  of  methods  for  achieving  a child’s  frame  of  mind,  including  a vast  collection  of 
instructions  for  games  and  art  projects  gleaned  from  the  archives  of  childhood  pastimes. 
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however,  but  in  order  to  apply  these  experiences  to  the  transformation  of  everyday  life. 
Quoting  Adorno  once  again,  Kraus  notes  that  Surrealist  technique  is  an  attempt  to 
“uncover  childhood  experiences  by  blasting  them  out.  What  surrealism  adds  to  the 
pictorial  rendering  of  the  world  of  things  is  what  we  lost  after  childhood”  (24).  Adorno 
then  draws  a comparison  between  the  nonsensical  illustrations  in  children’s  literature,  and 
the  arcane  pictorial  inventions  of  the  Surrealists:  “when  we  were  children  those 
illustrations,  already  archaic,  must  have  jumped  out  at  us,  just  as  the  surrealistic  pictures 
do  now.  The  giant  egg  out  of  which  the  monster  of  the  last  judgement  can  be  hatched  at 
any  minute  is  so  big  because  we  were  so  small  when  we  for  the  first  time  shuddered 
before  the  egg”  (24). 

The  affinity  between  surrealist  art  and  children’s  literature  has  not  gone  unnoticed. 

In  Nonsense:  Aspects  of  Intertextuality  in  Folklore  and  Literature,  for  example,  Susan 

Stewart  takes  a detailed  look  at  both  art  forms,  and  notes  their  shared  willingness  to 

shatter  figure/ground  distinctions.  Another  way  of  looking  at  this  undoing  of  figure  and 

ground  is  to  consider  it  as  a changing  of  roles  between  frame  and  content.  This  shift  can 

be  achieved  by  considering  the  frame  itself  as  content,  an  effect  most  commonly  achieved 

by  creating  a “frame  within  a frame”  or  mise  en  abyme  relationship  between  elements  in 

an  image  or  text.  “The  frame-within-a-frame,”  Kraus  suggests, 

is  a way  of  entering  the  figure  into  the  pictorial  field  and  simultaneously  negating 
it,  since  it  is  inside  the  space  only  as  an  image  of  its  outside,  its  limits,  its  frame. 
The  figure  loses  its  logical  status  as  that  object  in  a continuous  field  which 
perception  happens  to  pick  out  and  thereby  to  frame;  and  the  frame  is  no  longer 
conceived  as  something  like  the  boundary  of  the  natural  or  empirical  limits  of  the 
perceptual  field.  (16) 
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Put  simply,  one  can  reverse  the  conventional  figure/ground  relationship  by  putting  greater 
emphasis  on  the  frame,*  or  even  on  the  act  of  enframing,  rather  than  on  the  content  of  an 
image  or  text.  Besides  Surrealist  painting,  this  shift  may  be  witnessed  in  “the 
camivalizing  aspects  of  ritual,  the  novel  that  takes  on  all  of  language  and  the  history  of 
literature  as  its  subject,  [and  in]  many  forms  of  children’s  speech  play”  (21).  Literature 
that  mimics  the  nonsensical  speech  play  of  children  might  be  considered  as  “a  text 
slipping  through  its  frame,  reinventing  its  limits  in  the  same  way  that  a trickster  changes 
his  shape”  (91).  Surrealist  art,  children’s  literature,  and  the  playful  activities  of  children 
themselves  all  perform  a sort  of  Houdini-like  trick  by  means  of  which  figure  and  ground 
shift  unpredictably,  radically  undermining  our  everyday,  common-sensical  understanding 
of  reality. 

All  of  these  fomis  of  nonsense  are  essential  to  a discourse  2000  since  they  provide 
examples  of  how  to  break  out  of  the  ultra-commonsensical  circle  of  the  Republic  of 
Scholars.  “At  the  point  of  nonsense,”  Stewart  suggests,  “common  sense  is  scattered  and 
dispersed,  made  relative  to  alternative  systems  of  order”  (2 1 ).  The  univocal,  authoritative 
discourse  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars  is  threatened,  of  course,  by  the  multivocal  play  of 
nonsense  and  its  dispersive  effect.  Various  instances  of  nonsense,  such  as  the  pun  or  the 
macaronic,  can  short-circuit  the  rational  world,  and  act  as  short-cuts  between  worlds  of 
experience.  Put  differently,  nonsense  creates  “a  tear  in  the  fabric  of  any  singular  way  of 

*lt  seems  appropriate,  here,  to  invoke  Derrida’s  problematization  of  the  notion  of  “frame”  or  “parergon"  in 
The  Truth  in  Painting-.  “I  do  not  know  what  is  essential  and  what  is  accessory  in  a work,”  Derrida  writes. 
“And  above  all  I do  not  know  what  this  thing  is,  that  is  neither  essential  nor  accessory,  neither  proper  nor 
improper,  and  that  Kant  calls  parergon,  for  example  the  frame.  Where  does  the  frame  take  place.  Does  it 
take  place.  Where  does  it  begin.  Where  does  itend.  What  is  its  internal  limit.  Its  external  limit.  And  its 
surface  between  the  two  limits”  (63).  The  Truth  in  Painting  undertakes  a deconstruction  of  the 
figure'ground  binary,  a dialectical  construction  which  Derrida  undermines  by  means  of  the  trait  and  its 
emblem,  the  passe-partout. 
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organizing  the  world,  in  any  ethnocentrism. ...  It  is  an  encounter  with  the  possibility  of 
the  ‘Unimaginable  object’  through  an  alternative  organization  of  the  world” 

(Stewart,  166).  Nonsense,  then,  can  take  us  across  cultural  and  cognitive  fields,  forcing  us 
to  confront  the  other,  and  his/her  methods  of  organization.  If  the  form  and  logic  of  print 
textuality  began  with  books  “for  little  boys”  (i.e.,  Ramus’s  textbooks)  then  the  model  for 
an  electronic  textuality  might  also  come  from  books  for  children — nonsense  books,  that 
is.  And  not  only  from  children’s  books,  but  from  their  video  games  and  television  shows 
as  well. 


Figure/Ground  3:  Electronic  Writing 

Just  as  nonsense  relies  upon  the  predictability  of  sense  for  its  existence,  sense 
relies  upon  nonsense  as  a way  of  explaining  away  “any  mysterious  gaps  in  our  systems  of 
order”  (Stewart,  15).  Along  with  “Fate,  Chance,  Accident,  Miscellaneous,  and  even  etc.," 
nonsense  provides  a discursive  space  for  storing  the  remainder^  of  language  (Stewart,  15). 
Susan  Stewart  characterizes  nonsense  as  a strikingly  intertextual  mode  of  discourse,  one 
which  cannot  occur  without  transgression,  without  contraband,  without  a little  help  of  the 
bricoleiir's  hand.  To  view  nonsense  in  this  way  is  to  view  communication  as  a constant 
interplay  of  “universes  of  discourse”  which  are  incessantly  “involved  in  borrowing  from 
one  another  and  transforming  one  another  at  every  step  as  they  are  employed  in  an 
ongoing  social  process”  (15).  This  model  of  social  intercourse  is,  of  course,  only  a stone’s 
throw  from  those  models  set  forth  by  Barthes,  Foucault,  Kittler,  et  al  as  examined  in  the 


’ The  term  “remainder”  is  taken  directly  from  Jean-Jacques  LeCercle’s  essential  study  of  nonsense.  The 
Violence  of  Language  (New  York:  Routledge,  1990).  This  concept  is  dealt  with  explicitly  in  the  final 
chapter. 
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previous  chapters.  And  this  intertextual  model  also  has  obvious  affinities  with  electronic 
writing.  As  we  have  already  seen,  new  technologies  of  representation  (i.e.,  hypertext) 
radically  embody  many  concepts  of  continental  theory,  especially  the  notion  of 
intertextuality.  Hypertext  facilitates  a rapid  shift  between  various  modes  of  discourse  and 
cognition,  all  within  the  same  perceptual  field.  Hence,  whereas  deconstructive  theory,  the 
surrealists,  children  and  their  nonsense  literature  may  all  act  as  models  of  how  to  invoke  a 
figure/ground  shift  that  will  short-circuit  the  discourse  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars, 
hypertext  offers  us  a forum,  a space  in  which  we  can  build  our  own  models. 

The  first  hypertext  theorist  to  conduct  an  in-depth  examination  of  figure/ground 
relationships  in  electronic  writing  is  Richard  Lanham  in  The  Electronic  Word.  Although 
Lanham  spends  a great  deal  of  his  energy  selling  his  own  rhetorical  model  of  hypertext  at 
the  expense  of  many  (all?)  other  hypertext  theorists,  his  lessons  on  looking  AT  and 
THROUGH  the  expressive  surface  of  a writing  space  are  invaluable  to  a discourse  2000. 
Lanham’s  argument  is  that  hypertext  can  help  restore  traditional  rhetorical  strategies  by 
providing  us  with  a “bi-stable”  medium  by  means  of  which  we  can  “toggle”  back  and 
forth  between  different  modes  of  argumentation.  Computer  technology,  according  to 
Lanham,  leaves  “the  student  of  rhetoric  with  a renewed  and  expanded  sense  of  how  much 
the  basic  decisions  about  reading  and  writing  and  speaking  have  to  do  with  scaling 
arguments,  fitting  them  to  time  and  place.  “Enlarging  and  diminishing”  arguments, 
hesuggests,  is  what  the  basic  figure/ground  decision  that  empowers  human  vision  is  all 
about”  (42).  Because  Lanham  provides  a view  of  the  new  technology  from  a highly 
specialized,  (classical  rhetorician’s)  perspective,  his  notion  of  “bi-stability”  remains 
entrenched  in  the  binary  of  philosophy  (or  dialectic)  and  rhetoric.  Despite  his  often  acute 
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observations  on  the  affinities  between  hypertext  and  avant-garde  art,  Lanham’s  goal  is  to 
use  this  potentially  revolutionary  technology  to  restore  a classical  mode  of  discourse.  And 
since  his  ultimate  hope  is  to  “redeem”  “the  deepest  and  most  fiandamental  currents  of 

V 

Western  education,”  he  cannot  be  considered  as  a purveyor  of  a discourse  2000,  a 
discourse  which  seeks  to  divert  these  currents  (xii). 

The  resolved  purveyors  of  a discourse  2000  understand  that  the  “figure/ground 
decision  that  empowers  human  vision”  can  be  put  to  better  use  than  “scaling  arguments” 
within  a rhetorical  framework.  These  purveyors,  hypericonomists  perhaps,  may  be  thrilled 
by  Lanham’s  proclamation  that  desktop  publishing  “has  turned  a lot  of  commercial 
practices  and  relationships  upside  down  along  with  our  traditional  notions  of  literary  and 
cultural  decorum”  (1 5).  And  they  would  also  be  intrigued  by  the  observation  that  “the 
textual  surface  is  now  a malleable  and  self-conscious  one,”  and  that  “all  kinds  of 
production  decisions  have  now  become  authorial  ones”  (15).  But  when  Lanham  asserts 
that  “the  textual  surface  has  become  permanently  bi-stable,  [that]  we  are  always  looking 
first  AT  it  and  then  THROUGH  it,  and  this  oscillation  creates  a different  implied  ideal  of 
decorum,  both  stylistic  and  behavioral” — when  Lanham  makes  this  one  penultimate 
claim,  the  reader  is  being  set  up  for  a tragic  disappointment  ( 1 5).  For  the  “different 
implied  ideal  of  decorum”  to  which  Lanham  refers  is  an  ideal  established  centuries  ago, 
and  suited  to  a specific  class,  a specific  ideology,  and  a specific  Scholarly  Republic.  This 
pattern  of  disappointment — a brilliant  observation  about  emergent  technologies  funneled 
into  an  antiquated  agenda — is  certain  to  besiege  those  in  search  of  a new  discursive 


apparatus. 
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Still,  we  might  salvage  certain  observations  from  Lanham’s  work  without  buying 
into  his  ad  hominem  defense  of  “digital  decorum.”  For  example,  the  following 
assemblage  of  excerpts  regarding  electronic  writing,  a veritable  bricoleur's  hodgepodge, 
may  well  be  included  as  parts  in  the  machine  of  a discourse  2000: 

Graphic  Stylization. 

i.  “The  volatility  of  electronic  text,  its  mixture  of  alphabetic  and  iconic 
information,  and  its  essential  typographical  plasticity,  seem,  much  more  than 
film,  the  perfect  fulfillment  of  the  Italian  Futurists’  desire  to  abolish  the  book  in 
favor  of  a more  dynamic  medium.  Electronic  text  thus  leads  us  to  the  many 
twentieth-century  attempts  to  release  language  from  the  traditional  rules  print  has 
dictated.”  (xi) 

ii.  “So  used  are  we  to  thinking  black-and-white,  continuous  printed  prose  the 
norm  of  conceptual  utterance,  that  it  has  taken  a series  of  theoretical  attacks  and 
technological  metamorphoses  to  make  us  see  it  for  what  it  is:  an  act  of 
extraordinary  stylization,  of  remarkable,  expressive  self-denial.  The  lesson  has 
been  taught  by  theorists  from  Marinetti  to  Burke  and  Derrida,  and  by  personal 
computers  which  restore  to  the  reader  ranges  of  expressivity — graphics,  fonts, 
typography,  layout,  color— that  the  prose  stylist  has  abjured.”  (9) 

The  Iconic. 

i.  “Concomitantly  with  the  explosion  of  the  authoritative  text,  electronic  writing 
brings  a complete  renegotiation  of  the  alphabet/icon  ratio  upon  which  print-based 
thought  is  built.  We  can  detect  this  foregrounding  of  images  over  written  words 
most  clearly  in  the  world  of  business  and  government  communications,  but  it  is 
happening  everywhere.”  (34) 

ii.  “When  Lichtenstein  picked  out  comics,  he  was  being  prophetic  as  a great  artist 
should;  it  was  the  narrative/iconic  relationship  that  he  zoomed  in  on.”  (44) 

Dissolving  Boundaries. 

“In  the  digital  light  of  these  technologies,  the  disciplinary  boundaries  that 
currently  govern  academic  study  of  the  arts  dissolve  before  our  eyes,  as  do  the 
administrative  structures  that  enshrine  them.  It  is  not  only  the  distinction  between 
the  creator  and  the  critic  that  dissolves,  but  the  walls  between  painting  and  music 
and  sculpture,  music,  architecture,  and  literature.”  (13) 

Scaling. 

“By  such  manipulations  and  scaling  changes,  we  will  be  able  to  glimpse  patterns 
of  order  in  a reality  that  seemed  chaotic  and  upon  which,  consequently,  we  felt 
obliged  to  impose  an  arbitrary  order,  an  individual  “theory”  of  literature.  The 
norms  of  electronic  art  will  be  so  volatile  that  the  volatility  of  a nonexclusive 


141 


matrix  will  be  the  only  norm;  it  will  prove  a great  exposer  of  pontificating  ukase.” 
(15-16) 

Figure/Ground. 

“Such  an  oscillation  between  looking  AT  the  expressive  surface  and  THROUGH 
it  seems  to  me  the  most  powerful  aesthetic  attribute  of  electronic  text.  Print  wants 
the  gaze  to  remain  THROUGH  and  unselfconscious  all  the  time.  Lichtenstein’s 
Magnifying  Glass,  like  the  electronic  screen,  insists  on  the  continual  oscillation 
between  unselfconscious  expression  and  self-conscious  design.”  (43) 


f 


3-7.  Roy  Lichtenstein,  Magnify  ing  Glass.  © Estate  of 
Roy  Lichtenstein. 

Unfortunately,  in  Lanham’s  text  the  liberating  elasticity,  the  sheer  dynamism  of 
this  new  surface  of  expression,  is  funneled  down  into  a dusty,  archaic  theory  of  discourse. 
For  example,  if  we  reconsider  the  Figure/Ground  excerpt  above  in  its  entirety,  we  can 
see  this  funneling  action  at  its  best: 

Figure/Ground  (reprise). 

Such  an  oscillation  between  looking  AT  the  expressive  surface  and  THROUGH  it 
seems  to  me  the  most  powerful  aesthetic  attribute  of  electronic  text.  Print  wants 
the  gaze  to  remain  THROUGH  and  unselfconscious  all  the  time.  Lichtenstein’s 
Magnifying  Glass,  like  the  electronic  screen,  insists  on  the  continual  oscillation 
between  unselfconscious  expression  and  self-conscious  design  that  formed  the 
marrow  of  the  classical  rhetorician  's  art  and  pedagogy’.  (43,  my  emphasis). 
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For  Lanham,  a seasoned  rhetorician,  everything,  even  a technology  of  representation 
which  we  have  only  begun  to  explore,  serves  an  agenda  for  restoring  classical  decorum. 

What  Lanham  (willfully)  neglects  to  consider  is  that  hypertext  may  be  used  not 
only  as  a sort  of  light  switch  between  the  classical,  academic  binary  of 
rhetoric/philosophy,  but  also  as  a multivalent  switch,  or  rheostat,  if  you  will,  for  toggling 
between  cultural,  epistemological,  autobiographical,  political,  and  historical  categories. 
Hypertext,  then,  should  not  be  considered  as  a digital  on/off  switch  for  managing 
binaries,  but  as  a forum  for  managing  a much  more  complex,  multivocal  mode  of 
discourse  in  which  figure  and  ground,  text  and  image,  self  and  other  shift  continuously.  It 
may  be  useful  here  to  leave  behind  the  binary,  light-switch  model  of  electronic  writing, 
and  consider  another  model,  that  of  Greg  Ulmer’s  argumentative  “tuning  knobs.”  In  his 
search  for  “an  alternative  rhetoric,  a way  out  of  the  traditional  prison  of  sequential 
exposition  and  logical  argument,”  Robert  Ray  draws  on  this  more  complex  model  (Ray, 
82); 


We  might  think  about  the  avant-garde  practice  that  I have  proposed  as  a means  of 
redeploying  the  three  rhetorical  principles  of  organization:  narration,  exposition, 
and  poetics.  The  traditional  allocation,  of  course,  assigns  narration  to  the  novel, 
exposition  to  the  essay,  and  poetics  to  the  poem,  an  arrangement  ensuring  that 
each  of  the  traditional  forms  will  be  structured  around  a dominant  mode.  The 
avant-garde,  on  the  other  hand,  demonstrates  that  an  author  producing  a text 
always  finds  himself  like  someone  playing  a video  game,  provided  with  three 
knobs,  labeled  narrative,  expository-,  poetic.  At  any  point  during  the  text’s 
creation,  he  can  adjust  the  balance  (as  one  would  adjust  a television’s  colors), 
thereby  increasing  (or  reducing)  the  level  of  any  of  the  three.  From  this 
perspective,  many  avant-garde  works  begin  to  seem  less  strange;  John  Cage’s 
lectures,  after  all,  are  only  essays  with  the  expository  know  turned  down  and  the 
narrative  turned  up;  Nadja  is  merely  a novel  which  increases  exposition  and 
poetics  at  the  expense  of  narration.  (200) 
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Although,  in  this  excerpt,  Ray  confines  the  power  of  the  tuning  knobs  to  the  properties  of 
rhetorical  form,  this  model  seems  equally  appropriate  for  describing  a mode  of  expression 
in  which  a variety  of  discourses  interact,  progress  and  recede  in  a continuous  shifting  of 
figure  and  ground.  If,  alongside  the  knobs  for  narration,  exposition,  and  poetics,  we 
include  knobs  for  art,  politics,  entertainment,  theory,  and  autobiography,  then  we  have 
indeed  built  a machine  (a  graphic  equalizer?)  capable  of  generating  a discourse  2000. 

Figure/Ground  4:  1\0 

The  remainder  of  this  chapter  is  devoted  to  the  dissection  of  a Web  project 
entitled  1\0  which  I completed  while  sitting  in  on  a Media  Studies  seminar  conducted  by 
Greg  Ulmer.  1\0  is  indeed  the  first  hypertextual  experiment  which  1 recognized  as  a 
hypericonomy,  and  the  methodology  employed  in  the  project  is  a form  of  relay,  handed  to 
me  by  the  various  theorists,  artists  and  critics  already  mentioned  in  this  essay,  including, 
of  course,  Greg  Ulmer.  If  the  goal  of  a heuretic  pedagogy  is  indeed  to  stimulate  the 
invention  of  a new  poetics  by  means  of  a theoretical  relay,  then  we  might  say  that  the 
invention  of  hypericonomy  is  an  instance  of  Ulmer’s  successful  implementation  of 
heuretics.  This  relay  is  captured  in  1\0. 

The  initial  window,  or  homepage  for  1\0  is  emblematic  of  the  entire  project.  This 
page  consists  of  a large  1 and  0,  the  hypericon  of  all  things  digital,  pulsating  on  a 
background  of  thousands  of  ones  and  zeros  combined  randomly  in  a mesh  of  visual  noise. 
The  large  1 and  0 flicker  incessantly,  each  digit  flickering  from  white  to  black  , black  to 
white,  continuously.  The  viewer  has  a choice  of  clicking  on  either  the  1 , the  zero,  or  the 
slash  which  separates  them,  and  as  in  any  hypertext,  the  choice  determines  what  the 
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viewer  sees  next.  In  this  case,  what  the  viewer  sees  next  is  not  only  an  abyssal 
continuation  of  the  1\0  leitmotif,  but  a pictorial  exploration  of  the  binary  of  black  and 
white  across  a series  of  discursive  fields.  We  have  already  seen  this  strategy  of  exploding 
the  binary'  in  the  semiotic  square  employed  by  Rosalind  Kraus  to  explore  the  problematic 
binary  of  figure/ground.  As  in  Kraus’s  project,  1\0  makes  use  of  the  semiotic  square  in 
order  to  explore  a problem,  a dialectical  enigma — in  this  case,  however,  it  is  a more 
personal  and  social  problem,  that  of  racial  tension.  In  1\0,  however,  the  semiotic  square 
seems  to  provide  no  solution  to  the  problem,  no  truly  acceptable  third  term.  This  is 
because  the  theory  behind  1\0  is  not  to  find  a solution  in  the  simple  implementation  of  a 
graph,  but  to  find  a more  complex,  graphic  means  of  embodying  the  enigma  in  the  hope 
that,  by  picturing  it  from  a series  of  discursive  perspectives,  a more  comprehensive 
understanding  of  the  problem  may  be  achieved  along  the  way.  The  semiotic  square  then, 
employed  on  its  own,  is  a much  too  rigid  and  positivist  approach  to  problem-solving  in  a 
discourse  2000.  For  this  reason,  1\0  relies  heavily  on  a more  pliable  apparatus  known  as 
the  “choral  square.” 

The  choral  square,  which  first  appears  in  Ulmer’s  Heuretics,  is  a descendent  of 
Plato’s  notion  of  chora,  especially  as  developed  by  Jacques  Derrida.  Like  the  mnemonic 
element  of  classical  rhetoric,  chorography  relies  upon  the  generative  potential  of  a 
specific  place.  In  Ulmer’s  choragraphy,  the  subject  provides  the  place  of  invention,  and 
what  is  being  generated  is  a poetics.  The  term  place  here,  is  somewhat  vague,  however, 
since  it  actually  refers  to  the  space  of  a quadripode  graph  which  Ulmer  calls  the  popcycle, 
and  within  which  the  chorographer  plots  him/herself  by  filling  in  the  following  co- 
ordinates or  slots:  “Family,  Entertainment,  School,  Discipline.  Each  of  these  institutions 
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has  its  own  discourse,  including  a matrix  of  logic,  genres,  modes,  and  forms  relevant  to 
its  function  in  the  society”  (Ulmer,  1994a:  195).  By  placing  a problem  within  the  matrix 
of  his  or  her  individual  popcycle,  the  students  undertaking  the  assignment  were  supposed 
to  catch  a glimpse  of  their  individual  political  unconscious.  This  description  of  the  choral 
square  may  sound  somewhat  cryptic  at  the  onset  (it  certainly  seemed  so  to  Ulmer’s 
students— although  this  is  part  of  the  heuretic  strategy),  so  it  may  be  better  to  follow 
Rosalind  Kraus’s  wise  words  about  dealing  with  a graph:  “it's  both  less  tiresome  and 
clearer  just  to  show  it”  (13).  I filled  in  the  slots  of  the  choral  square  for  1\0  in  the 
following  manner: 

Family:  recollection  of  an  incident  at  a Caribbean  Festival  in  which  my  sister  was 
verbally  assaulted  for  supposedly  making  a racist  comment,  and  I was  physically 
assaulted  while  a Black  friend  of  mine  stood  by,  pretending  not  to  know  me; 

Entertainment:  the  Our  Gang  or  Little  Rascals  series  produced  at  Hal  Roach 
Studios  and  at  Metro  Goldwyn  Meyer,  and  especially  the  Buckwheat  character; 

School:  images  of  slavery  and  torture  recollected  from  childhood  schooling  in 
which  the  film  Roots  and  the  story  of  Christ’s  Crucifixion  played  a major  role; 

Discipline:  the  composite  art  of  William  Blake  and  the  Blakean  school  of 
criticism. 

Evidently,  these  categories  cross  at  various  points.  For  example,  the  Roots  film  which  I 
saw  in  grade  school  could  certainly  be  slotted  into  the  Entertainment  category,  and  the 
William  Blake  material  could  be  categorized  as  “School”  rather  than  discipline.  What 
really  matters,  however,  is  that  the  categories  are  chosen  beforehand  and  pursued 
faithfully,  as  if  they  formed  a set  of  rules  for  the  deployment  of  the  project.  If,  indeed, 
some  of  the  categories  cross  conspicuously  (for  example,  in  all  my  memories  of  watching 
the  Little  Rascals,  my  brother  is  watching  with  me — a crossing  of  the  Family  and 
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Entertainment  categories),  it  is  only  because  these  categories  always  cross  at  one  point  or 
another,  in  a more  or  less  obvious  way.  The  usefulness  of  the  choral  square  in 
hypericonomy  is  that  it  allows  us  to  see  the  crossing  of  discourses  which  usually  remains 
hidden  or  suppressed,  and  it  urges  us  to  include  all  the  nodes  of  this  network  as  tools  in  a 
research  project. 

The  popcycle  first  appeared  in  Ulmer’s  Teletheoty  as  a set  of  guidelines  employed 
in  the  creation  of  a mystojy,  a new  critical  genre  which  adds  autobiography  and  pop 
culture  to  the  scholarly  mix.  The  categories  of  the  popcycle  have  undergone  a few 
transformations  over  the  course  of  Ulmer’s  corpus,  so  that  it  is  possible,  I believe,  to  take 
certain  liberties  with  it.  We  might,  for  example,  replace  the  slots  above  with  the 
categories  of  Personal  Primal  Scene,  Television,  Object  of  Study,  and  History.  What 
remains  essential  in  this  strategy  is  that;  a)  the  academic  category  is  forced  to  collide  with 
other  influential  aspects  of  an  individual’s  life;  and  b)  the  categories  are  staged  around  the 
resolution  of  a specific  problem. 

The  problem  that  1 chose  to  bring  into  the  choral  square,  as  we  have  seen,  is  that 
of  black/white  racial  tensions.  My  intention  was  to  explode  this  binary  across  a series  of 
discursive  fields,  relying  on  the  visual  cue  of  one  and  zero.  Black  and  white  was  to  be  the 
foreground  then,  and  one  and  zero  the  background,  hidden  away  at  the  abyss  of  the  text 
(although  the  notion  of  digital  technology  that  1 and  0 imply  may  very  well  be  considered 
as  the  foreground  of  this  nonlinear  text).  Why  1 and  0?  As  I began  collecting  pictures  for 
this  project  at  the  begiiming  of  the  term,  1 noticed  an  uncanny  visual  pattern.  Whether  it 
was  coincidence,  chance,  fate,  or  unconscious  compulsion,  the  numbers  1 and  0 — along 
with  a variety  of  thematic  derivations  such  as  the  letters  1 and  O,  the  circle  and  the  line. 
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the  stick  and  the  ball,  a mouth  exclaiming  “O!”'®,  etc. — seemed  to  be  present  in  one  way 
or  another  in  many  of  the  images  that  I had  chosen.  Without  analysing  this  coincidence  in 
depth,  I decided  to  adhere  to  the  pattern  while  searching  for  the  remainder  of  the  images 
required  for  the  project. 

This  resolution  to  not  analyse  the  recurrent  pictorial  theme  deserves  further 
commentary  here,  since  it  is  an  essential  element  of  hypericonomy.  If,  according  to  Paul 

I 

Feyerabend,  “by  incorporation  into  a language  of  the  future  . . . one  must  learn  to  argue 
with  unexplained  terms  and  to  use  sentences  for  which  no  clear  rules  of  usage  are  as  yet 
available,”  then  the  commitment  to  deferring  any  in-depth  analysis  of  one’s  thoughts  and 
images  during  the  time  of  hypericonomising  must  be  considered  as  a seminal  element  of 
the  method  (256-257).  Of  course,  for  the  hypericonomist,  the  language  of  the  future 
includes  unexplained  pictures  and  graphs,  and  not  just  “terms”  and  “sentences.”  A 
hypericonomy,  then,  is  an  exercise  in  nonsense  writing,  a testing  ground  for  the 
production  of  a language  of  the  future.  In  Ulmer’s  terms,  by  filling  in  the  slots  of  the 
popcycle,  we  are  “learning  how  to  write  an  intuition,  and  this  writing  is  what 
distinguishes  electronic  logic  (conduction)  from  the  abductive  (Baker  Street)  reasoning  of 
the  detective”  (1994a;37). 


In  an  essay  entitled,  “Where's  Poppa?  or,  The  defeminization  of  Blake's  ‘Little  Black  Boy’,”  Donald  Ault 
provides  an  ideographic  reading  of  the  poem,  suggesting  that  “being  black  is  parallel  to  being  bom,  but 
puncmation  that  visually  suggests  gender  difference  (the  vaginal  “O”  and  the  phallic  “!”)  interrupts  that 
continuity  and  implies  that  (at  this  point)  white  ...  is  not  what  he  [the  Littlr  Black  Boy]  wishes  he  were  but 
rather  an  intrusion  into  his  identity,  a contamination  of  his  pure  "black"  . . . identity  (his  “I,”  associated  with 
his  mother)”  (78).  This  reading  complexifies  our  understanding  of  the  poem  and  undermines  a reading 
which  complacently  views  the  Little  Black  Boy  as  content  with  his  lot.  The  poem  is  further  complexified  by 
the  fact  that  Blake  only  sometimes  depicts  a black  boy  on  the  second  plate  of  the  poem  in  which  two 
children  are  accompanied  by  a Christ-like  figure.  A number  of  critics  have  investigated  the  semiotic 
variability  created  by  Blake’  inconsistent  designs — for  a deconstructive  approach,  see  Stephen  Leo  Carr, 
"Illuminated  Printing:  Toward  a Logic  of  Difference.”  See  NODE  3 and  NODE  6,  below,  for  the  full  text  of 
“The  Little  Black  Boy,”  and  reproductions  of  the  plates. 
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Naturally,  the  computer,  the  writing  technology  of 

choice  for  a hypericonomy,  plays  a role  here  since  “the 

intuitions  are  not  left  in  the  thinker's  body  but  simulated  in  a 

machine,  augmented  by  a prosthesis”  (Ulmer,  1994a:37). 

Through  this  process  of  simulated  intuition,  or  “artificial 

stupidity,”  the  writer,  completely  unaware,  performs  an 

outering  of  the  ideological  categories  that  structure  his  or  her  3.8.  From  E.L.  Shackleford’s, 

Doctor's  Diary’.  Courtesy  of 

organization  of  knowledge  (38).  Hypericonomy,  then, 

involves  the  invention  of  a new  relation  to  knowledge  itself,  a techno-ideological  relation 
which  Ulmer  calls  a “knowledge  of  enframing”  (1985:183).  Supported  by  the  multi- 
noded  network  of  hypertext,  a sort  of  pliable  frame  to  be  used  in  experimenting  with  this 
new  relation  to  knowledge,  the  hypericonomist,  toggling  between  ideological  categories, 
comes  to  recognize  the  extent  to  which  “the  observer  participates  in  the  observation” 
(Ulmer,  1985: 184).  Hypericonomists,  then,  are  at  once  a sort  of  Marcel  Duchamp  and 
Marcel  Duchamp’s  ideal  audience:  through  a praxis  of  objet  trouve,  they  are  capable  of 
foregrounding  the  “gray  matter”  of  visual  experience,  and  of  subsequently  experiencing 
first-hand  that  “the  organization  and  classification  of  knowledge  are  interested  activities” 
(Ulmer,  1985: 184). 

We  can  now  understand  this  deferred  understanding,  this  “artificial  stupidity”  as  a 
form  of  nachtraglichkeit^ ' as  championed  by  Freud  and  Lacan.  Nachtraglichkeit,  the 


' 'Ai  this  point,  the  track  of  hypericonomy  crosses,  perhaps  catastrophically,  with  the  track  of  Abraham  and 
Torok’s  cnptonomy,  as  introduced  in  The  Wolf  Man 's  Magic  Word.  Cryptonomy  describes  both  a psychic 
reflex  of  introjection  involving  puns  and  macaronics,  and  the  psychoanalytic  methodology  employed  to 
decipher  this  introjection.  Evidence  of  the  similarity  of  the  two  methodologies  may  be  observed  in  Jacques 
Derrida’s  description  of  cryptonomy  as  “a  return  of  the  childhood  knowledge  of  English,  a (conscious- 
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translation  of  which  is  closer  to  “deferred  action”  than  “deferred  understanding,”  relates 
to  the  unknown  (primal)  scene  which  remains  buried  in  the  analysand's  unconscious  as 
s/he  relates  a conscious  recollection.  During  this  verbal  recollection,  this  time  of 
understanding,  both  analyst  and  analysand  are  in  a position  of  ignorance,  and  they  must 
yield  the  initiative  to  language  (or  lalangue,  in  Lacan's  case)  in  order  to  come  to  terms 
with  the  primal  scene.  The  scene  of  recognition  then,  can  only  take  the  form  of  a deferred 
understanding,  an  understanding-too-late,  arrived  at  by  means  of  a detour  through  the 
realm  of  nonsense  (puns,  anagrams,  macaronics,  etc.).  This  journey  through  the 
unconscious  seems  to  run  parallel  with  the  passageway  of  the  hypericonomist.  When  a 
hypericonomy  such  as  I\0  is  finished,  we  are  left  with  a veritable  impression  of  its 
creator’s  unconscious  (whether  it  be  political,  optical,  or  psychic).  But  since  this 
impression  involves  images  from  a shared  culture,  history  and  education,  the  implications 
go  well  beyond  the  psychic  features  of  one  individual  monad. 

The  project  of  rendering  the  unconscious  in  pictures  is  not  a revolutionary  idea. 
One  need  only  turn  to  the  children’s  literature  of  the  Grimm  Brothers  for  example,  or 
more  explicitly,  to  the  work  of  the  Surrealists,  in  order  to  find  an  abundance  of  such 
renderings.  The  “unveiling”  of  the  unconscious,  as  we  know,  is  at  the  heart  of  the 
Surrealist  agenda  from  the  experimental  film  of  Dali  and  Breton,  to  the  cryptic  montages 
of  Ernst.  In  The  Optical  Unconscious,  Kraus  goes  into  great  detail  about  the  visualization 
of  the  unconscious  and  the  unconscious  in  visualization.  According  to  Kraus,  the  work  of 

unconscious)  translation  machine  almost  perfect  in  its  finality”  (1986;xxxvii).  Hypericonomy  does  indeed 
share  many  qualities  with,  and  even  borrows  from,  cryptonomy.  But  the  crucial  difference  is  that 
hypericonomy  is  more  concerned  with  cultural  and  scholarly  problems,  than  with  treating  psychic  neuroses. 
Of  course,  if  the  hypericonic  “tuning  knobs”  were  adjusted  appropriately,  hypericonomy  might  very  well 
become  a psychotherapeutic  device. 
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Ernst,  Duchamp  and  others  help  illustrate  the  inextricability  of  desire,  the  body  and  the 
unconscious  from  the  seeing  eye: 

There  is  no  way  to  eoncentrate  on  the  threshold  of  vision,  to  capture  something  en 
tournant  la  tile,  without  siting  vision  in  the  body  and  positioning  that  body,  in 
turn,  within  the  grip  of  desire.  Vision  is  then  eaught  up  within  the  meshes  of 
projection  and  identification,  within  the  specularity  of  substitution  that  is  also  a 
search  for  an  origin  lost.  Con,  as  they  say,  celui  qui  volt.  (140) 

It  is  one  thing  for  the  Surrealists  to  translate  the  unconscious  into  the  symbolic  world,  to 

seduce  an  audience  into  an  awareness  of  the  unconscious;  it  is  quite  another  to  incite 

individuals  into  producing  a representation  of  their  own  unconscious.  “Con,  celui  qui 

voit  ” is  one  thing;  “Con,  celui  qui  est  vu  et  qui  se  voit,"  quite  another. 

In  Applied  Graminatolog}>,  Ulmer  takes  special  note  of  Lacan's  “passion  of 

ignorance,”  his  love  for  the  “sublime  of  stupidity,”  and  his  desire  “to  instill  it,  to  stimulate 

it,  in  the  audience"  of  his  seminars  (Lacan,  19).  Like  Derrida,  who  urges  us  to  yield  the 

initiative  to  language,  Lacan  revels  in  the  fact  that  “I  speak  without  knowing.  I speak 

with  my  body,  and  that  without  knowing,  I say  thus  always  more  than  I know”  (Lacan, 

108).  Of  greatest  importance,  here,  is  the  fact  that  Lacan  frequently  employed  images  to 

instil  this  “sublime  of  stupidity”  in  his  audience.  On  the  cover  of  each  volume  of  his 

seminars,  for  example,  is  an  image  taken  from  classical  painting — an  “organizing  image 

of  the  discourse,  not  to  be  interpreted  but  to  serve  as  a point  of  departure  for  working 

through  a theoretical  problem”  (Ulmer,  1985: 194).  Aceording  to  Ulmer,  these  images 

have  a dual  purpose:  “In  the  first  plaee,  alluding  allegorically  to  the  theme  of  the  seminar, 

they  provide  a concrete  point  of  reference  for  the  discussion  of  certain  principles.  . . .The 

other  function  of  the  image  is  mnemonie,  providing  a reminder  in  association  with  which 

the  year's  work  may  be  more  readily  recalled”  (1985:196).  We  should  also  keep  in  mind 
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that  each  of  the  images  in  this  psychic  con  game  functions  according  to  the  delay  of 
nachtraglichkeit,  carrying  Lacan’s  students  through  the  time  of  understanding,  creating 
expectation  much  in  the  same  way  that  a frontispiece  carries  a child’s  imagination 
through  the  pictorially-barren  pages  of  a book.'^  In  Lacan’s  mnemonic  technique,  we 
have  the  precursor,  the  theoretical  bud  of  which  hypericonomy  is  indeed  the  full  bloom. 

Of  course,  the  hypericonomist  does  not  work  in  complete  darkness,  or  without  any 
direction  whatsoever.  Although  the  destination  of  a hypericonomy  may  not  be  visible  at 
the  outset,  we  can  set  rules  for  how  the  content  of  such  a project  might  be  generated.  In 
the  case  of  1\0,  the  popcycle  provides  the  rules  and  spawns  the  initial  content,  while  the 
1\0  hypericon  itself  resonates  in  the  abyss  of  the  hypericonomy,  generating  associations 
and  determining  the  general  shape  of  the  project.  This  general  shape,  of  course,  is  also 
determined  by  the  technology  within  which  it  is  enframed,  and  since,  in  this  case,  that 
technology  is  electronic,  it  is  very  difficult  to  give  an  impression  of  the  general  shape  of 
1\0  in  the  confines  of  this  printed  essay.  As  with  a graph,  in  the  case  of  a hypericonomy,  it 
is  “both  less  tiresome  and  clearer  just  to  show  it”  (Kraus,  13).  Since  this  essay  is  not 
presented  in  the  same  medium  as  1\0,  it  is  impossible  to  do  justice  to  the  project  in  any 
sufficient  way.  but  still,  it  may  be  worthwhile  to  attempt  a print-oriented  reproduction  of 
this  project,  if  not  to  give  the  reader  an  impression  of  how  1\0  looks  and  works,  then  at 
least  to  test  the  possibility  of  translating  into  the  linear  space  of  print,  this  multi-noded, 
non-sequential,  electronic  mode  of  discourse.  The  following  nine  pages,  then,  copied 
directly  from  the  1\0  Web  site,  provide  a virtual  tour,  a hypothetical  example  of  how  a 

In  The  Avant-Garde  Finds  Andy  Hardy,  Robert  Ray  describes  the  frontispieces  of  Hardy  Boys  books  as 
“an  oasis,  something  to  look  forward  to  while  trekking  through  the  terrifyingly  unillustrated  pages:  it 
sustained  hope,  and  like  a magnet,  pulled  readers  through  what  might  otherwise  have  been  put  aside”  (124). 
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single  viewer  might  experience  1\0  as  s/he  browses  through  the  project,  following  at 

random  some  of  the  links  provided  by  its  creator.  Each  “Node”  described  below 

corresponds  to  a given  Figure  in  the  succeeding  pages. 

Node  1 - (Figure  3-9)  Animated  image  of  1\0,  alternating  in  black  and  white  on  a 
background  of  ones  and  zeros. 

The  viewer  clicks  on  the  “1”: 

Node  2 - (Figure  3-10)  Grayscale  digital  reproduction  from  Blake’s  Urizen. 

The  viewer  clicks  on  the  “O!”: 

Node  3 - (Figure  3-11)  Grayscale  digital  reproduction  of  “The  Little  Black  Boy”, 
plate  1,  copy  1. 

The  viewer  clicks  on  the  plate: 

Node  4 - (Figure  3-12)  Mrs.  Crabtree’s  brood.  Film  still  taken  from  an  episode  of 
the  Little  Rascals 

The  viewer  clicks  on  the  image  in  the  upper  right-hand  comer: 

Node  5 - (Figure  3-13)  Cotton  the  chimp.  Film  still  from  an  episode  of  the  Little 
Rascals. 

The  viewer  clicks  on  the  word  “lamp”: 

Node  6 - (Figure  3-14)  Blake’s  ideographic  writing.  Images  of  Circle,  line  and 
light  bulb,  followed  by  animated  morph  of  all  three  images.  Commentary  from 
W.J.T.  Mitchell’s  P/cm/'f  Theoiy. 

The  viewer  clicks  on  the  word  “see”: 

Node  7 - (Figure  3-15)  Grayscale  digital  reproduction  of  Blake’s  “Little  Black 
Boy”,  plate  2,  copies  1 and  AA.  Animation:  images  loop  endlessly,  one  replacing 
the  other  in  the  same  space  at  the  left  of  the  screen. 

The  viewer  clicks  on  the  plate: 

Node  8 - (Figure  3-16)  “Toby  or  Not”  - Image  from  Blake’s  Jet'usalem.  Text  from 
memories  of  the  author’s  childhood. 
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The  viewer  clicks  on  the  word  “denial”: 

Node  9 - (Figure  3-17)  Little  Black  Boy/Caribbean  Festival  - Left  side  from 
Blake’s  “Little  Black  Boy”;  Right  side  from  the  author’s  personal  experience. 

End  of  browsing. 
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White  as  an  angel  is  the  English  child, 
But  I am  black  as  if  bereav'd  of  light. 
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Thoroughly  convinced  of  the  lamp's  power,  they 
are  now' prepared  to  accept  a fourth  coincidence. 
Spanky  again  wishes  that  Gotten  were  a monkey, 
and  at  the  very  moment  he  does  so,  a monke}' 
escaped  from  the  theater  throw’s  a smoke  bomb 
that  frightens  Gotten  away,  and  appears  in  his 
place.  The  children  are  now  faced  with  the 
problem  of  what  to  do  with  "Gotten."  When  one 
suggests  that  they  sell  Gotten  to  the  circus,  the 
monkey  runs  away,  and  they  chase  after  him. 
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3-14.  Node  6. 


159 


^ 1\0  - blackXwhite  - Netscape 


Little  Black  Boy  2 (copies  l and  AA) 


For  when  our  souls  haiv  leam'd  the  heat  to  hear 
The  cloud  will  vanish  we  shall  heai- his  voice. 
Sa3ring:  come  out  fiom  the  grove  my  love  & care 
And  round  my  golden  tent  like  Iambs  rejoice. 


Thus  did  my  mother  say,  and  kissed  me; 

And  thus  I say  to  little  English  boy. 
Whenlfiomblackandhe  from  white  cloud  free, 
Andiuundthe  tent  ofGod  like  lambs  we  joy. 


ril  shade  him  fiom  the  heat  till  he  can  bear 
To  lean  in  joy  iqton  our  frther's  knee; 

And  then  I'll  stand  and  stroke  his  silver  hair. 
And  be  like  him,  and  he  will  then  love  me. 
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^ 1\0  - Upside  the  Head  - Netscape 
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/r  the  midst  of  the  conjusioK,  the  disoriented 
O sights  L a !>if«i,jrom  school,  one  of  his 
weighthfiing  buddies.  I is  taking  pari 
eagerly  in  the  lynch  mob,  his 

attachment  to  the  "I'Sgger-Ifaters. " 

The  day  after  the  Cam'bbean  Festival, 

0 confronts  I at  school. 

"Bhy  did  you.  let  him  hit  iwe?" 

1 seems  a little  embarrassed  at  first, 
but  replies  with  smugness  and  contempt. 

"Let 's  pul  it  this  way.  If  I walk  into  the  street, 
and  I see  a white  man  and  a black  man 
fighting.  I'll  help  the  black  man.  It  doesn 't 
matter  who 's  right  or  who 's  wroR^. 

I'll  stick  with  my  brother. " 


And  be  like  hint,  and  he  will  then  Inve  me. 


And  be  like  him,  and  he  will  then  love  me. 


And  be  like  him,  and  he  will  then  hnre  me. 


And  be  like  him.  and  he  will  then  love  me. 


And  be  like  him.  and  he  will  then  love  me. 


And  be  like  him,  and  he  will  then  love  me. 


And  be  Uke  him,  and  he  will  then  love  me. 


And  be  like  him,  and  he  will  then  love  me. 


And  be  like  him,  and  he  will  then  lot^e  me . 
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Once  affain.  he  has  been  hit  ujrside  the  head. 


3-17.  Node  9 


We  might  finish  our  virtual  tour  then  (quite  fortuitously,  I might  add),  with  an 
account  of  my  experience  at  a Caribbean  Festival.  Although  1\0  is  supposed  to  confront 
the  viewer  with  a centerless,  non-sequential  collection  of  texts  and  images,  this 
experience  at  the  Festival  is  essentially  the  navel  of  the  project  since  it  describes  the 
central  problem,  the  primal  scene  in  which  the  black/white  binary  is  excruciatingly 
foregrounded.  Of  course,  in  order  to  get  to  this  autobiographical  primal  scene,  we  had  to 
pass  through  the  categories  of  Pop  Culture  (the  Little  Rascals  scenes).  Discipline  (the 
Blake  plates  and  commentary  by  W.J.T.  Mitchell),  and  School  (the  image  of  crucifixion 
and  of  slavery).  Note  that  we  could  have  taken  hundreds  of  paths  to  arrive  at  this  page, 
and  that  the  series  of  pages  above  only  presents  one  possible  sequence  in  which  a viewer 
might  browse  through  the  project  on  the  World-Wide  Web.  The  implications  of  this  non- 
sequentiality are  manifold;  it  could  mean  the  difference,  for  example,  between  the  viewer 
attributing  this  project  to  a racist  artist  or  to  an  individual  trying  to  subvert  racist 
discourse. 

Hypothetically,  a Web  surfer  might  arrive  haphazardly  on  the  Buckwheat  page, 
and  view  this  as  the  propagation  of  a racist  image  of  black  identity:  the  image  of  the 
submissive  pickaninny  who  responds  with  an  obedient  “Otay!”  to  the  often  outrageous 
commands  of  his  white  peers.  On  the  other  hand,  viewers  might  see  this  page  as 
humorous,  reminding  them  of  a harmless  television  program  they  watched  as  children.  In 
either  case,  if  the  viewer  clicks  the  links  and  continues  browsing  the  project,  his  or  her 
first  impression  might  be  completely  eradicated,  depending  on  the  links  which  he  or  she 
chooses  to  follow  and  the  amount  of  time  and  energy  that  he  or  she  wishes  to  spend  with 
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the  project.  Hopefully,  at  the  very  least,  the  project  would  problematize  or  complexify  any 
complacent  first  impressions. 

In  the  end,  however,  it  seems  that  discussing  1\0  from  a viewer’s  perspective  is  a 
cumbersome,  perhaps  tiresome  undertaking.  There  is  a danger  of  explaining  away  a w'ork 
which  is  intentionally  esoteric,  and  which  is  not  meant  to  achieve  any  sort  of  closure. 
Rather  than  attempt  to  explain  1\0  or  critique  it  as  a work  of  art  or  of  cultural  criticism,  it 
would  be  better  to  explore  the  thoughts  and  emotions  experienced  by  the  writer/artist 
during  the  process  of  its  creation.  The  ideographic  figure  of  O,  if  you  have  the  patience  to 
circle  it  one  more  time,  is  how  1 have  come  to  account  for  the  general  effect/affect  of 
creating  a hypericonomy.  This  type  of  project  leaves  me  with  a post-creation  effect  of 
shock,  disorientation  and  surprise — all  of  which  can  be  summed  up  in  the  image  of  a jaw 
agape,  a mouth  stretched  into  the  shape  of  a gasping  0.  This  sense  of  disorientation  makes 
it  excruciatingly  difficult  to  discuss  a work  like  1\0,  for  even  today,  it  is  still  too  close  to 
me,  it  still  fails  to  resolve  the  enigma  which  it  embodies.  But  at  least  it  gives  that  problem 
a space  for  resolution.  This  sense  of  shock  and  surprise  might  also  be  described  as  a sense 
of  stupidity  about  the  project  and  the  problem  it  encapsulates.  Could  it  be  that  to  produce 
a hypericonomy  of  this  sort  is  to  place  oneself  in  the  presence  of  a sublime  object?  An 
object  which,  in  the  Kantian/Derridean  sense,  invokes  a “violence  done  to  the  senses” 
(Derrida,  1987:130)7  An  object  beyond  the  grasp  of  comprehension,  beyond  calculation 
and  without  end? 

1\0  is  merely  one  experiment,  one  eontrolled,  case  study  of  how  a discourse  2000 
might  be  embodied  if  the  hypericonomic  “tuning  knobs”  are  set  to  focus  on  the  resolution 
of  personal  and  social,  rather  than  scholarly,  problems.  And  so  the  experimentation  must 
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continue,  data  must  be  compiled  before  we  can  arrive  at  a satisfactory  resolution  of  the 
questions  above.  We  could  discuss  without  end  whether  this  sublime  stupidity,  this  sense 
of  shock  or  disorientation  associated  with  hypericonomy  might  have  something  to  do 
with  the  outering  of  an  individual's  unconscious,  or  with  the  displacement  of  the  body 
and/or  the  memory  into  a machine.  But  this  would  be  a step  in  the  wrong  direction  at  this 
stage  of  the  experiment. 

Perhaps  the  best  and  only  way  for  viewers  to  respond  to  a hypericonomy  such  as 
1\0  is  for  them  to  create  their  own  versions,  and  to  link  up  their  projects  with  all  of  the 
others  that  cross  it  in  the  popcycle.  This  would  lead  to  the  genesis  of  a vast  hypericonic 
network  in  which  various  fields  of  discourse  cross;  a vast  web  of  dialectical  enigmas 
where  primal  scenes  greet  one  another,  waiting  to  be  resolved  at  the  personal  and  social 
levels.  Such  a network  would  be  directly  in  line  with  Jay  Bolter’s  prediction  that  “for 
writers  of  the  new'  dialogue,  the  task  will  be  to  build,  in  place  of  a single  argument,  a 
structure  of  possibilities”  (119).  Evidently,  such  a project  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this 
paper,  and  the  seemingly  endless  network  of  1\0  would  be  a mere  pixel  on  the  vast  screen 
of  this  hypothetical  network.  All  we  have  done  here  is  magnified  that  pixel,  brought  it  to 
the  foreground.  The  remainder  is  in  the  hands  of  future  hypericonomists. 

Technocratic,  emancipatory  idealism?  Political  naivete?  Perhaps.  Any  attempt  to 
claim  that  electronic  technology  can  actually  make  us  more  intelligent,  more  capable  of 
dealing  with  personal  or  social  conflict  is  a form  of  professional  death  wish,  inevitably 
drawing  invective  from  all  critical  camps:  the  Marxist  will  dismiss  hypericonomy  as  a 
ludic,  techno-fetishistic,  bad-faith-machine;  the  conventional  scholar  will  view  this 
method  and  its  suspect  Derridean  machinery  as  a plague  of  retrogression  on  an  already 
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diseased  arts  curriculum;  the  average  skeptic  will  deride  the  hypericonomist  for 
attempting  to  be  fashionably  porno;  etc.  Still,  the  fibre-optic  vascular  system  which 
pulsates  relentlessly  at  the  abyss  of  the  non-academic  world  has  extended  its  capillaries 
into  scholarly  circles.  We  have  yet  to  understand  its  long-term  effects  on  our  academic 
organism,  nor  have  we  tapped  the  full  spectrum  of  its  applications.  1 cannot  resist  the 
analogy  here,  to  William  Harvey,  seventeenth- century  scientist  who  was  die  first  to 
devise  an  extensive  explanation  of  the  human  circulatory  system  by  applying  quantitative 
methods  to  biological  research.'  I suggest  we  take  a similar  route,  applying  the  lessons  of 
avant-garde  art,  children’s  literature,  and  even  video  games  to  humanities  research.  For  as 
long  as  this  uncertainty  regarding  the  electronic  circulatory  system  persists,  there  will  be  a 
need  for  extensive  research  and  experimentation,  dissection  even,  in  the  classroom  and  in 
the  study  (although  the  new  technology  might  render  distinct  the  distinction  between 
these  two  places). 

If  we  turn  our  gaze  away  from  the  non-linear  technology  discussed  in  the  previous 
pages — technology  which  defies  closure — the  necessity  of  concluding  the  current  chapter 
becomes  glaringly  difficult  to  face.  What  we  require  at  the  current  moment,  then,  is  a 
final  step,  but  a step  which  is  not  a step — un  pas  qui  n ’est  pas,  a zero,  another  hoop  to 
jump  through;  only  this  time,  it  must  provide  an  escape.  Perhaps  a porthole  would  do. 

But  have  we  not  gambled  enough  already  with  our  punning  and  macaronics,  our 
nonsensical  language?  Still,  we  must  not  abandon  the  spirit  of  the  trickster,  and  so  there 
remains  the  rope  trick,  the  one  with  the  slip-knot,  le  noeud  coulant.  As  a surrogate 

' Harvey’s  De  motu  cordis  (On  the  Motion  of  the  Heart,  1628)  has  become  a classic  text  in  the  history  of 
the  sciences. 
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conclusion,  then,  we  have  the  following  bastardized  fragment,  a part  and  a departure,  a 
relay  for  future  research,  to  distance  ourselves  from  the  scholarly  loop,  if  not  to  slip  out  of 
it  once  and  for  all,  or  else  be  hung  in  it  with  one  fell  swoop. 


The  Place  of  Escape 

Whence  this  apparently  paradoxical  conclusion:  the  right  place,  the  ideal  topos 
for  the  experience  of  the  sublime,  for  the  inadequation  of  presentation  to  the 
unpresentable,  will  be  a median  place,  an  average  place  of  the  body  which  would 
provide  an  aesthetic  maximum  without  losing  itself  in  the  mathematical  infinite. 
Things  must  come  to  a relationship  of  body  to  body:  the  'sublime'  body  (the  one 
that  provokes  the  feeling  of  the  sublime)  must  be  far  enough  away  for  the 
maximum  size  to  appear  and  remain  sensible,  but  close  enough  to  be  seen  and 
“comprehended,”  not  to  lose  itself  in  the  mathematical  indefinite.  Regulated, 
measured  distance  [e-loignement]  behveen  a too-close  and  a too-far. 

- Jacques  Derrida,  The  Truth  in  Painting 


CONCLUSION  OR  THE  REMAINDER 


The  world  beyond  the  looking-glass,  although  distinctly  odd,  is  still  fairly  regular. 
Not  so  the  remainder.  We  are  in  the  realm  of  chance,  of  the  arbitrariness  of  the 
irrational  (as  opposed  to  the  Saussurean  arbitrariness  which  is  the  sign  of  the 
systematicity’  o/langue/  and  our  attitude  can  only  be  humble  and  descriptive. 
Beyond  the  frontier,  there  is  no  guideline,  no  structuring  metaphor  - the  tree,  for 
instance  — that  can  be  projected  onto  the  chaos  of  phenomena. 

-Jean-Jacques  LeCercIe,  The  Violence  of  Language 


Linguistic  Slavery  and  its  Eradication 

What  better  place  for  a discussion  of  the  remainder  than  at  the  conclusion  of  a 
study?  The  concluding  chapter  is  not  only  a container  for  summing  up  all  that  has  been 
said  in  the  preceding  pages,  but  also  for  alluding  to  all  that  could  not  possibly  be  said  in 
the  confines  of  those  pages.  What  facts  or  arguments  have  been  neglected?  What  will  be 
contested?  What’s  next?  These  questions  constitute  the  remainder  of  the  study,  the  other 
of  the  thesis,  that  which  has  been  left  out,  which  could  not  be  accommodated  for  reasons 
of  economy  (a  book  can  only  be  so  long)  or  of  ideology  (some  facts  could  impede  my 
argument).  But  in  spite  of  our  efforts  to  ignore  it,  the  spectre  of  this  remainder  will  always 
be  present  in  any  written  text — or  in  any  picture  for  that  matter' — and  not  even  the  multi- 
vocal, open-ended  structure  of  hypertext  can  exorcise  this  ghost  completely.  There  will 
always  be  something  left  unsaid,  something  more  to  say.  Conventionally,  we  teach  this 


' For  a brilliant  illustration  of  how  the  remainder  might  haunt  a work  of  art,  see  Julian  Barnes,  A History  of 
the  World  in  10  V2  Chapters,  chatper  5,  part  II.  In  this  chapter,  Barnes  engages  in  a critique  of  Gericault’s 
Raft  of  the  Mudusa  by  contemplating  “what  he  did  not  paint”  (126).  The  result  is  a brilliant  critique  of 
totalized  history,  the  Gorgon  of  all  postmodern  fiction. 
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lesson  in  expository  writing  classes,  and  are  haunted  by  it  in  the  pursuit  of  academic 
publication.  But  there  is  another  “remainder”  at  play  in  academic  writing,  in  spite  of  the 
ceaseless  efforts  of  scholars  to  root  it  out.  This  second,  more  suppressed,  spectre  is  the 
subject  of  a book  by  Jean-Jacques  Lecercle,  and  as  it  turns  out,  it  has  been  haunting  this 
study  all  along. 

All  of  the  linguistic  tools  implicated  in  the  hypericonomic  machinery  of  this  essay 
might  be  classified  as  what  Jean-Jacques  Lecercle  has  termed  “the  remainder”  of 
language.  Puns,  anagrams,  false  etymologies,  macaronics,  metaphor  of  all  breeds  fall  into 
this  repressed  category,  this  “other  of  language”  (99).  Most  especially,  the  remainder  is 
the  other  of  academic  or  scholarly  language.  It  is  deemed  as  nonsense  or  rubbish,  and 
classified  as  “cute”  or  juvenile,  the  stuff  of  children’s  literature,  fantasy  and  folklore.  But 
the  remainder  is  proof  positive  that  ghosts  or  monsters  do  exist,  not  just  in  the  fantastic 
stories  of  children’s  books  and  in  science  fiction,  but  in  language  itself  And  these 
monsters  prey  upon  our  linguistic  fears  and  linger  in  our  unconscious.  “The  remainder,” 
according  to  Lecercle,  “is  the  realm  of  linguistic  teratology,  of  false  units  and  illicit 
constructions.  Monsters,  however,  in  addition  to  their  obvious  charm,  have  always  been 
of  the  utmost  interest  to  science,  casting  light  as  they  do  on  the  structure  of  normal 
phenomena”(60).  Hypericonomy  attempts  to  take  this  teratological  science  a step  further 
by  viewing  the  “remainder”  not  only  as  a means  of  illuminating  conventional  language, 
but  as  a language  with  a charming  potential  of  its  own.  If  the  remainder  is  the  hidden  or 
repressed,  monstrous  “other”  of  the  discourse  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars,  then 
hypericonomy  might  be  described  as  a science  of  anagnorisis,  a science  of  invention  and 
discovery  that  depends  on  a face-to-face  encounter  with  the  monster. 
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Like  Susan  Stewart,  Lecercle  describes  nonsense  and  sense  as  the  two  facets  of  a 
symbiotic  affiliation:  “The  two  conceptions,  the  commonsensical  and  the  nonsensical, . . . 
are  in  a state  of  mutual  implication;  they  are  two  sides  of  the  same  coin”  (107).  What  has 
been  left  out  of  this  citation,  however,  is  what  makes  Lecercle’s  theory  different  from  that 
of  Stewart,  and  also  what  makes  it  more  useful  to  a hypericonomist.  The  ellipsis  above 
conceals  the  necessary  political  element  of  this  relationship:  the  fact  that  commonsense 
and  nonsense  are  commensurate  to  the  positions  of  “the  dominant  and  the  dominated” 

( 1 07).  Like  the  relationship  between  commonsense  and  nonsense,  the  relationship 
between  conventional  language  and  the  remainder  is  that  of  master  and  slave.  At  the  risk 
of  falling  into  emancipatory  rhetoric,  it  might  be  suggested  that  hypericonomy  attempts  to 
undo  this  relationship  so  that  the  remainder  can  occupy  the  foreground — hypericonomy 
lets  the  monsters  out  of  the  dungeon,  if  only  for  a moment,  and  joins  in  the  games  that 
they  play. 

Of  course,  there  are  risks  involved  in  such  an  undertaking,  as  there  are  in  any 
attempted  escape  from  slavery.  We  must  be  careful  however,  not  to  over-personify  this 
tale  of  linguistic  slavery  and  its  eradication,  for  the  emancipation  of  the  remainder  has 
much  less  to  do  with  Alex  Haley’s  Roots  than  it  does  with  the  “roots”  of  Deleuze  and 
Guattari.  Still,  as  the  remainder  of  this  chapter  demonstrates,  those  who  seek  to  liberate 
the  remainder  will  face  political  resistance,  ideological  dismissal,  and  even  personal 
denigration. 

The  tale  of  liguistic  slavery  that  1 wish  to  recount  in  this  chapter  involves  a 
comparative  analysis  of  the  remainder,  rhizome-work,  and  hypericonomy.  Before  the  tale 
begins,  however,  it  is  necessary  to  point  out  that  the  incident  related  here,  though  it  may 
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smack  of  sour  grapes,  has  been  included  as  a mutant  form  of  case  study — a case  study 
which  is  more  generative  than  exemplary  or  illustrative.  Those  who  commit  violence  to 
language,  or  who  write  the  violence  of  language  into  their  discourse,  will  face  a violent 
response  from  the  Republic  of  Scholars.  And  in  this  sense,  the  tale  may  be  taken  as  a 
conventional  type  of  case  study,  for  it  represents  a typical  scenario.  But  this  tale  of 
violence  and  resistance  should  not  be  considered  archetypal:  it  is  included  here  for 
heuretic  and  heuristic  purposes  only,  as  a space  for  inventing  a discourse  on  the 
remainder,  and  for  instructing  others  on  how  to  include  the  remainder  in  discourse. 

The  tale  begins  with  this  “Once  upon  a time”:  Several  months  ago,  I submitted  a 
hypertext  essay  to  a Web-based  journal.  The  essay  was  solicited  by  a guest-editor  who 
saw  me  defend  a similar  topic  at  an  international  conference.  When  1 submitted  the  essay, 
the  journal  editor  received  it  with  enthusiasm  and  optimism.  The  journal  referees, 
however,  were  not  so  enthusiastic  upon  first  reviewing  the  hypertext,  and  the  essay  was 
not  accepted.  Admittedly,  some  of  their  comments  were  quite  reasonable,  especially  those 
regarding  my  use  of  “cyber  jargon”  and  my  frequent  lapses  into  a bombastic,  perhaps 
manifesto-ish,  tone.  1 have  edited  the  essay  in  the  hope  of  correcting  these  dictional 
mishaps,  and  I will  be  re-submitting  it  on  the  recommendation  of  the  editor — to  whom  I 
am  grateful — for  future  publication.^  But  1 am  even  more  grateful  for  the  referees’ 
comments  regarding  the  unconventional  argumentative  style  of  the  essay — these  are  the 
editorial  recommendations  that  I chose  not  to  heed,  for  they  have  a direct  bearing  on  the 


■ The  essay  in  question  has  recently  been  featured  at  the  Romantic  Circles  Web  Site,  under  the  following 
title;  “Picturing  the  Canon  in  an  Electronic  Age;  Provisional  Treatment  for  Archive  Fever” 

(http;//wvvw,  inform. umd.edu'RC/rc.html). 
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state  of  the  entire  project.  These  recommendations  are  the  springboard  from  which  this 
chapter  jumps. 

Since  the  essay  1 submitted  to  the  journal  is  hypericonomic  in  nature,  the  referees’ 
comments  regarding  its  manner  of  presentation  should  act  as  a sort  of  warning  (a  case 
study?)  for  aspiring  hypericonomists;  i.e.,  this  is  what  to  expect  when  you  submit 
“remainder-work”  to  a traditionalist  journal.  More  importantly,  the  referees’  comments 
supply  us  with  the  raw  material  of  how  to  write  with  the  remainder.  The  following 
sections  are  organized  according  to  excerpts  from  the  referees’  comments — comments  in 
which  the  remainder  crops  up  quite  frequently.  Each  excerpt  demonstrates  an  instance  of 
resistance  to  three  different  types  of  remainder  in  scholarly  discourse,  some  of  which  are 
identified  here  as  “remainders”  for  the  very  first  time.  The  first  type  of  remainder  is  taken 
directly  from  Lecercle  and  Deleuze/Guattari,  and  it  relates  to  the  rhizomatic  principle  of 
structure^  disdained  by  serious  scholars:  the  stmctwal  remainder.  The  second  type  is 
more  grammatological  in  nature;  it  concerns  technological  aspects  of  humanities 
scholarship,  and  the  resistance  of  scholars  to  certain  types  of  electronic  writing:  the 
technological  remainder.  We  have  already  discussed  the  third  type  of  remainder  as  it  is  a 
central  theme  in  this  essay  on  hypericonomy:  the  representational  remainder  of  scholarly 
discourse,  which  might  also  be  termed  the  pictorial  remainder 


Although  the  rhizome  concept  of  Deleuze  and  Guattari  can  by  no  means  be  summed  up  in  a single 
footnote,  their  advice  on  how  to  write  rhizomatically  might  act  as  a striking  introduction  to  their  rhizomatic 
theory:  “Write  to  the  nth  power,  the  n-1  power,  write  with  slogans.  Make  rhizomes,  not  roots,  never  plant! 
Don’t  sow,  grow  offshoots!  Don’t  be  one  or  multiple,  be  multiplicities!  Run  lines,  never  plot  a point!  Speed 
turns  the  point  into  a line!  Be  quick,  even  when  standing  still!  Line  of  chance,  line  of  hips,  line  of  flight. 
Don’t  bring  out  the  General  in  you!  Don’t  have  just  ideas,  just  have  an  idea  (Godard).  Have  short-term 
ideas.  Make  maps,  not  photos  or  drawings’’  (1987:24-25). 
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The  point  of  this  chapter,  then,  is  not  to  argue  against  the  commentary  of  the 
referees  in  defense  of  the  essay  which  they  rejected,  but  to  draw  on  their  commentary  as  a 
space  for  investigating  the  enslavement  and  otherness  of  the  remainder  vis-a-vis 
conventional  scholarly  discourse.  Some  of  the  excerpts  have  been  taken  out  of  context 
and  re-ffamed  as  examples  of  remainder-repression.  Hence,  this  does  not  necessarily 
mean  that  the  given  referee  was  rejecting  remainder-work  in  the  excerpt;  it  means  only 
that  his  or  her  words  generate  moments  of  anagnorisis,  moments  in  which  we  may 
recognize  the  remainder  and  its  repression.  Such  is  the  violence  of  language. 

Tree  vs.  Roots  - Structural  Remainder 
Referee:  Leaps  via  pun  are . . . cute  and  confusing. 

The  idea  that  a pun  can  leap  or  act  as  a vehicle  for  leaping  is  certainly  worthy  of 
any  of  the  works  of  Lewis  Carroll  (imagine  a little  girl  bouncing  on  a pun-go  stick), 
especially  if  that  pun  or  that  leap  is  “cute”.  But  the  remainder’s  presence  in  this 
proposition  is  not  what  makes  the  statement  worthy  of  citation.  What  is  being  proposed  in 
the  referee’s  comment  is  that  the  logic  of  connection  employed  in  the  essay  is 
objectionable  because  it  relies  not  on  conventional,  logical  progression,  but  on  what 
Gregory  Ulmer  has  called  “the  puncept”  (1989).  In  punceptual  writing,  data  is  organized 
according  to  the  logic  of  the  pun,  that  most  despised  and  lowly  species  of  remainder.  By 
drawing  on  the  pun  as  a means  of  organization,  a research  program  can  be  carried  into 
fields  of  inquiry  which  may  be  pertinent  to  the  study,  but  otherwise  ignored  or  excluded 
due  to  a departmental  commitment  to  “relevance”"*  or  specialization.  The  linking  of  the 


^ The  term  “relevance”  should  not  be  taken  lightly  here,  for  it  forms  the  core  of  an  increasingly  influential 
communication  theory — r/je  principle  of  relevance — put  forth  by  Dan  Sperper  and  Deidre  Wilson.  In  an 
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film  Roots  with  Deleuze  and  Guattari’s  “rhizome”  theory  is  an  example  of  the  puncept  at 
work.  Not  only  does  this  leap  allow  the  researcher  to  link  the  literal  and  historical  notion 
of  slavery  to  the  seemingly  abstract  concept  of  the  remainder,  but  by  cutting  across  types 
of  media  and  cultural  phenomena,  this  pun-work  suggests  other  areas  of  investigation — 
socio-cultural,  autobiographical,  physical — that  a study  of  the  remainder  should  explore. 
Most  importantly,  perhaps,  this  leap  by  pun  reminds  us  of  the  physical  violence^  that 
language  can  inflict,  a subject  that  shall  have  to  be  broached  in  a future  project. 

As  we  have  seen  in  the  preceding  chapters  of  this  essay,  the  puncept  can  also  be 
pictorial.  In  fact,  this  is  the  guiding  premise  of  hypericonomy,  a mode  of  discourse 
organized  according  to  the  pictorial  pun.  Among  the  visual  puns  employed  in  this  study 
is,  of  course,  that  of  the  tree,  a pervasive  symbol  of  traditional  scholarship,  instituted, 
though  not  invented  by,  Peter  Ramus.  Deleuze  and  Guattari  employ  this  hypericon  at 
several  instances  in  their  investigation  of  the  rhizome,^  as  does  Lecercle:  “Like  the  tree. 


attempt  to  fill  in  the  gaps  left  by  linguists  and  anthropologists  from  Saussure  to  Barthes,  Sperber  and  Wilson 
suggest  that  “the  principal  of  relevance  is  enough  on  its  own  to  account  for  the  interaction  of  linguistic 
meaning  and  contextual  factors  in  utterance  interpretation”  (vii).  While  this  theory  is  invaluable  to 
contemporary  linguistics,  and  certainly  relevant  to  an  essay  on  nonsense,  its  implications  on  this  study  are 
so  vast  that  they  will  have  to  be  postponed  to  a future  research  program.  Looking  ahead,  the  work  of 
Sperber  and  Wilson  might  provide  a completely  alternative  method  of  arguing  for  the  inclusion  of 
seemingly  “non-relevant”  material  in  scholarly  research. 

’ Drawing  on  Deleuze  and  Guattari’s  literal  interpretation  of  “body  politic,”  Lecercle  insists  that  “if  there  is 
such  a thing  as  violence  in  language,  the  term  must  be  taken  literally — not  the  violence  of  symbol,  but  the 
violence  of  intervention,  of  an  event  the  immateriality  of  which  does  not  prevent  it  from  having  material 
effects,  effects  not  of  metaphor  but  of  metamorphosis”  (227).  In  Roots,  Kunta-Kinte’s  reluctance  to  accept 
the  slave  name  “Toby,”  and  his  subsequent  torture  for  this  nominative  rebellion,  are  an  apt  example  of  the 
literal  violence  of  language,  the  master’s  linguistic  attempt  to  intervene  in  African  history,  and  Kunta- 
Kinte’s  resistance  to  this  violent  intervention. 

*’  “A  rhizome  has  no  beginning  or  end;  it  is  always  in  the  middle,  between  things,  interbeing,  intermezzo. 

The  tree  is  filiation,  but  the  rhizome  is  alliance,  uniquely  alliance.  The  tree  imposes  the  verb  “to  be,”  but  the 
fabric  of  the  rhizome  is  the  conjunction,  “and  . . . and  . . . and  . . This  conjunction  carries  enough  force  to 
shake  and  uproot  the  verb  ‘to  be.’  Where  are  you  going?  Where  are  you  coming  from?  What  are  you 
heading  for?  These  are  totally  useless  questions”  (1987,  25). 
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the  rhizome  is  more  than  an  image — it  is  a concept.  It  has,  therefore,  distinct 
characteristics”  (Lecercle,  132).  While  Lecercle  is  certainly  touching  upon  the 
hypericonic  (“more  than  an  image — it  is  a concept”)  value  of  the  tree  and  rhizome  here, 
what  matters  the  most  is  that  he  is  able  to  link  the  characteristics  of  the  rhizome  with 
those  of  the  remainder,  characteristics  which  Deleuze  and  Guattari  call  “Principles” 
(1987). 

The  first  principle  of  the  rhizome  to  which  Lecercle  alludes  is  the  principle  of 
connection; 

a point  in  the  rhizome  can  be  connected  with  any  other  point.  There  are  no  fixed 
paths,  as  in  a tree.  The  remainder  is  unstructured:  in  the  matter  of  relationships, 
anything  goes,  be  it  proximity,  phonic  similarity,  or  obsessional  recurrence.  The 
remainder  has  no  master  root,  no  centre:  its  relationships  are  eccentric. 

(Lecercle,  133) 

Here  we  can  see  how  the  rhizomatic  principle  of  connection  which  characterizes 
remainder- work,  also  describes  the  punceptual  structuring  principle  of  hypericonomy  as 
practiced  in  the  preceding  chapters.  Hypericonomy  emulates  the  structural  characteristic 
of  the  rhizome  by  foregrounding  the  remainder  in  scholarly  research  and  writing.  The 
pun,  then,  even  though  it  may  be  deemed  as  “cute”  or  “confusing”  to  those  who  are 
unaccustomed  to  its  rhizomatic  ways,  can  be  used  as  a structuring  tool  in  a scholarly 
research  program. 

Print  vs.  Electronic  - Technological  Remainder 

Referee:  It  seems  to  me  that  this  essay  needs  to  be  put  into  conventional  essay  form,  so 
that  a thesis  is  clearly  stated  and  key  terms  defined,  before  it  goes  deconstructive. 

The  rhizomatic,  punceptual  method  of  organization  in  hypericonomy  is  not  simply 

the  result  of  an  emancipatory  plot  organized  by  allies  of  the  remainder.  As  we  saw  in  the 
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last  chapter  of  this  study,  hypericonomy  is  not  only  motivated  by  a need  for  political  and 
disciplinary  change,  but  also  out  of  a recognition  of  the  potential  of  electronic  technology 
to  enhance  scholarship.  Relevantly,  we  have  seen  that  this  technology  seems  to  provide  us 
with  a remarkably  suitable  space  for  a deconstructive  praxis.  Perhaps  this  is  why,  in  the 
comment  above,  the  referee  fuses  or  confuses  the  notion  of  “going  deconstructive”  with 
“going  electronic.”  (If  we  sense  here  an  unconscious  echo  of  “going  bad”,  “going  crazy”, 
“going  postal”,  “going  ballistic”,  etc.,  it  is  only  because  language  is  rearing  its  violent 
head  once  again.)  According  to  the  referee,  the  unconventional,  hypertextual  structure  of 
the  essay  thwarts  the  clarity  of  the  argument,  and  frustrates  his/her  desire  for  a “clearly 
stated  thesis.”  The  solution,  it  seems,  would  be  to  write  the  essay  in  a “conventional  essay 
form”  before  rendering  it  in  hypertext.  The  problem,  however,  is  that  this  request  is 
emerging  from  a print-oriented  agenda,  whereas  the  essay  is  written  in  and  for  an 
electronic  culture.  We  are  not  dealing  with  a single  argument  here,  but  with  a “structure 
of  possibilities”  (Bolter,  1 19).  This  is,  after  all,  an  experimental  electronic  essay  calling 
for  further  experimentation  with  the  electronic  essay  format.  To  suggest  that  it  should  be 
“put  into  conventional  essay  form  . . . before  it  goes  deconstructive”  is  unreasonable  and 
retrogressive. 

The  referee’s  recommendation  ignores  the  possible  connection  between 
technologies  of  writing  and  modes  of  representation,  the  possibility  that  the  computer  and 
other  digital  technologies  might  produce  their  own  modes  of  writing,  or  even  spur  the 
invention  of  new,  writerly  modes  applicable  in  print  technology.  In  order  for  the  referee  to 
maintain  his/her  anti-grammatological  stance,  s/he  would  have  to  deny  that  the  electronic 
technology  employed  in  the  research  and  composition  of  the  essay  in  question  (along  with 
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the  myriad  electronic  apparatuses  with  which  the  researcher  came  into  contact — 
television,  video  games,  etc. — prior  to  composing  the  hypertext)  had  a hand  in  the 
organizational  structure  of  that  essay. 

If  we  follow  the  referee’s  line  of  logic — one  which  is  reluctant  to  link  the  science 
of  writing  with  historical  change,  cultural  phenomena,  and  technical  innovation — then  we 
might  opt  to  dismiss  his/her  commentary  because  it  does  not  conform  to  the  rules  of 
writing  on  vellum  or  in  a codex  (i.e.,  “she  or  he  uses  too  much  punctuation  and  fragments 
the  text  into  paragraphs’’).  Both  arguments  are  stubbornly  anachronistic.’  A more 
grammatological  line  of  logic  would  realize  that  we  are  dealing  with  divergent 
technologies  of  writing  here,  technologies  which  shape  and  represent  divergent  modes  of 
thought  and  divergent  methods  of  writing.  We  are  now  on  the  verge  of  a highly  pictorial, 
electronic,  post-print  culture.  There  is  a vast  discrepancy  between  conventional  scholarly 
procedures  and  contemporary  modes  of  storage,  recall  and  representation.  Once  this 
divergence  is  recognized  on  a large  scale,  then  we  might  begin  to  see  post-print  standards 
of  evaluation  applied  to  essays  submitted  to  supposedly  post-print  journals.  But  until  that 
recognition  is  realized,  we  are  faced  with  an  inevitable  anachronism. 

The  real  problem  in  this  conflict  of  writing  technologies  is  one  of  ideologieal 
incompatibility:  the  writer  of  the  hypertext  essay  submitted  a digital-oriented  research 


’ The  issue  of  “anachronism”  will  remm  in  the  final  section  of  this  chapter  in  the  concept  of  “diachrony- 
within-synchrony”.  This  concept,  which  describes  the  disruptive  linguistic  potential  of  remainder-work, 
should  not  be  confused  with  the  type  of  anachronism  described  here.  The  former  (remainder  anachronism) 
is  an  inherent  element  of  all  language,  the  latter  is  the  production  of  an  individual  subject,  based  on 
misinformation  or  an  error  in  judgement. 

* The  term  “divergent”  seems  most  appropriate  in  describing  the  difference  between  these  two  technologies 
of  writing  which  are  bom  of  the  same  tree,  but  which  must  be  distinguished  by  their  own,  historically- 
determined  characteristics.  Divergence:  “a  difference  of  structure  in  related  organisms  caused  by  different 
environmental  pressures”  (Random  House  Webster’s  College  Dictionary.  Electronic  Version). 
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project  to  a print-oriented  (though  digital)  journal.  And  as  we  have  seen,  it  is  a definitive 
characteristic  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars  to  reject  any  mode  of  discourse  which  diverts 
from  the  path  of  the  conventional,  hierarchical  essay  format.  Perhaps  it  is  for  this  reason 
that  the  overwhelming  majority  of  scholarly  Web  sites  are  structured  according  to  a 
principle  of  logical  hierarchy  and  devoted  exclusively  to  the  task  of  archiving.  To  observe 
this  phenomenon,  we  need  only  turn  to  the  Web  sites  and  electronic  scholarly  materials 
accepted  within  traditional  academic  circles.  For  example,  at  the  1998  Conference  of  the 
North  American  Society  for  the  Study  of  Romanticism,  a 4-person  panel  dedicated  to 
electronic  scholarship  and  Romanticism  included  three  demonstrations  of  electronic 
archives  (the  other  demonstration  being  my  own).  ^ Furthermore,  all  of  these  archives 
(along  with  a myriad  others)  have  been  featured  in  Romantic  journals,  both  print  and 
electronic.  There  is  a definite  paucity  of,  if  not  resistance  to,  electronic  scholarship  which 
employs  the  technology  for  a purpose  other  than  archiving. 

The  diagram  at  right  (Figure  1 ) 
depicting  the  structure  of  the  Pennsylvania 
Electronic  Edition  of  Maty  Shelley ’s 
Frankenstein,  provides  an  apt  example  of 
how  an  appropriate  scholarly  hypertext 
should  be  structured.  Clearly,  the 

4- 1 . Structure  of  the  Pennsylvania  Electronic 

Edition  of  Mary  Shelley 's  Frankenstein 

monstrous  subject  of  this  project  is  not  (www  . english.upenn.edu/~jlynch/Frank/mla.html). 

’ It  should  not  be  surprising  to  note  that  all  three  of  the  archiving  projects,  like  most  others,  were  funded  by 
extensive  grants  from  affiliated  institutions.  This  may  explain  some  of  the  reluctance  of  scholars  to 
experiment  with  hypertext  for  reasons  other  than  archiving:  to  my  knowledge,  there  is  literally  no  funding 
available  for  hypertext  projects  which  do  not  serv  e the  archiving  agenda  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars. 
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reflected  in  its  structure.  This  project,  like  so  many  others,  involves  a prodigious  effort  of 

transcription  and  archiving,  but  it  does  not  make  full  use  of  the  rhizomatic  potential of 

electronic  writing.  If  a digital  project  is  not  organized  according  to  the  tree  structure 

dictated  by  print  technology,  then  it  has  very  little  chance  of  succeeding  in  traditional 

academic  circles.  This  might  lead  one  to  believe  that  scholarship,  or  at  least  Romantic 

scholarship  is  suffering  from  a severe  strain  of  “archive  fever.”  Alhough  Derrida  does  not 

use  the  expression  in  this  exact  context,  he  describes  this  viral  strain  as  “a  compulsive, 

repetitive,  and  nostalgic  desire  for  the  archive,  an  irrepressible  desire  to  return  to  the 

origin,  a homesickness,  a nostalgia  for  the  return  to  the  most  archaic  place  of  absolute 

commencement”  (91 ).  Already,  traces  of  this  strain  can  be  diagnosed  in  the  Romantic 

body.  Take,  for  example,  this  description  of  the  feverish  labor  involved  in  compiling  the 

Pennsylvania  Electronic  Edition  of  Maty  Shelley 's  Frankenstein; 

Although  getting  our  hands  on  all  of  this  and  scanning  or  typing  it  has  been 
daunting,  we’ve  tried  to  include  everything  we  can,  without  regard  to  traditional 
notions  of  canonicity.  The  lot  is  complemented  with  factual  material  on  science, 
philosophy,  politics,  history.  Dozens  of  short  essays  on  the  history  of  polar 
expeditions,  electricity,  spontaneous  generation,  and  the  like  situate  the  reader  in 
the  nineteenth  century,  while  two  hundred  capsule  biographies  introduce  the  most 
important  figures  surrounding  the 
novel.  (Lynch,  mla.html) 

By  all  means,  this  edition  is  an  admirable  accomplishment,  and  we  owe  a great  debt  of 
gratitude  to  these  and  all  the  Archons  of  the  digital  age  who  work  feverishly  day  and 
night,  transferring  documents  from  one  medium  to  another.  I have  done  such  work 


1 would  be  the  first  to  confess  that  1 am  compelled  by  what  Rita  Raley  and  Carl  Stahmer  have  called  “a 
Romantic  desire  to  uncover  the  radical  potential  in  language  itself’ 

(http:  ','humanitas.ucsb.edu/'projects/pack/rom-chrono/pagephil.htm).  But  in  this  case,  the  desire  is  not 
unselfconscious,  and  the  language  in  question  is  not  the  Romantic  language  of  literacy  but  a language  that 
we  do  not  yet  fully  comprehend — a highly  pictorial,  electronic  language. 
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myself.  Etre  en  mal  d' archive,  it  seems,  means  not  only  “to  have  archive  fever”,  but  also 
“to  be  in  need  of  archives”  (Derrida,  1996:91),  and  indeed  this  very  chapter  would  have 
been  radically  different,  or  may  not  have  been  completed  at  all,  if  I had  not  had  access  to 
a variety  of  digital  archives.  But  even  though  computer  technology  provides  us  with  the 
most  effective  archiving  tools  to  date,  archiving  should  not  be  the  only  task  of  electronic 
scholarship.  We  are  using  only  a portion  of  the  technology  at  our  immediate  disposal,  and 
it  is  the  portion  which  most  appeases  our  nostalgia  for  a print-oriented  culture.  Archive 
fever  has  caused  an  entire  segment  of  our  scholarly  brain  to  lie  dormant,  and  the  only 
known  cure  can  come  from  the  kiss  of  a Prince  Charming  known  as  the  remainder. 


Text  vs.  Picture  - Representational  Remainder 

Referee:  In  general,  the  essay  has  wonderful  potential  as  an  essay  about  how  readings 
of  canonical  texts  might  be  changed  by  adding  images. 

When,  in  the  opening  paragraph  of  her  adventures  in  Wonderland,  Alice  asks 

“what  is  the  use  of  a book  . . . without  pictures  or  conversations?”,  this  is  not  the  naive 

complaint  of  a spoiled  and  lazy  child  suffering  from  mid-afternoon  ennui  (Carroll,  25). 

This  question,  or  observation  rather,  should  be  taken  to  be  as  complex  and  philosophical 

as  the  White  Knight’s  song  of  infinite  digression  in  Through  the  Looking  Glass."  And  so 

should  an  attempt  to  pictorialize  the  discourse  of  Romantic  theory  and  criticism.  As  1 

have  already  suggested,  and  attempted  to  demonstrate  throughout  this  study,  the  picture  is 


" In  this  classic  Carrollian  instance  of  nonsense,  the  White  Knight  confuses  Alice  by  differentiating 
between  what  “the  name  of  the  song  is  called”,  “what  the  name  is  called”,  “what  the  name  really  is”,  and 
“what  the  song  is  called”  (Carroll,  306).  This  scene  of  infinite  linguistic  digression  has  been  identified  by 
many  philosophers  and  critics  as  a perfect  example  of  “Frege’s  paradox.”  In  The  Logic  of  Sense,  Deleuze 
draws  on  this  scene  to  demonstrate  what  he  calls  the  aliquid  nature  of  sense,  which  may  be  summed  up, 
though  inadequately,  in  the  following  proposition:  “I  can  never  state  the  sense  of  what  I’m  saying.  But  on 
the  other  hand,  I can  always  take  the  sense  of  what  I say  as  the  object  of  another  proposition  whose  sense,  in 
turn,  1 cannot  state”  (28).  This  proposition  echoes,  quite  clearly,  the  White  Knight’s  digressive  discourse. 
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a sort  of  remainder  vis-a-vis  traditional  scholarship.  It  is  a remainder  not  only  in  the  sense 
of  being  a suppressed  or  neglected  element  of  conventional  academic  discourse — the 
representational  other  of  the  discourse  of  the  Republic  of  Scholars — ^but  also  in  the  sense 
that  pictures,  visual  stimuli  in  the  form  of  personal  memories,  patterns  of  organization, 
cultural  artefacts,  are  always  at  work  in  the  background  of  any  scholarly  program.  In  the 
world  of  scholarship  today,  the  picture  is  “not  a shady  verso  to  a rightful  recto.  It  is  rather 
like  one’s  shadow:  a constant  companion,  which  one  tends  to  forget,  but  whose 
absence — conceivable  only  in  tales  of  the  uncanny — would  be  sorely  missed”  (Lecercle, 
99).  In  this  context,  the  suggestion  that  “readings  of  canonical  texts  might  be  changed  by 
adding  images”  seems  like  a vast  oversimplification  and  a misunderstanding  of  the  place 
of  pictorial  representation  in  critical  “readings”. 

Whether  or  not  this  misunderstanding  is  a result  of  the  referee’s  myopia  or  the 
essayist’s  lack  of  clarity  is  of  little  importance;  once  again,  we  should  stress  the  fact  that 
the  referees’  comments  are  not  being  cited  so  as  to  be  challenged  or  derided,  argued 
against  in  any  way.  What  is  important  here  is  that  the  comment  expresses  an  archetypal 
scholarly  attitude  toward  pictures:  from  the  conventional  point  of  view,  pictures  are 
entities  to  be  “added”  to  an  essay  or  lesson,  and  not  inherent  or  repressed  elements  of  the 
processes  of  writing,  reading  and  learning.  In  this  particular  case,  pictures  are  seen  as 
elements  which  might  change  “readings  of  canonical  texts,”  but  not  as  elements  which 
might  altogether  change  the  processes  of  reading  and  writing,  elements  which  can 
radically  alter  the  entire  concept  of  canon.  To  relegate  pictures  to  the  task  of  “changing 
readings  of  canonical  texts”  is  to  enter  them,  quite  safely,  into  circulation  with 
conventional  scholarly  discourse.  The  ultimate  purpose  of  pictures,  according  to  this 
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view,  is  to  enhance  or  embellish  the  hermeneutic  circle  of  the  discourse  of  the  Republic 
of  Scholars.  The  purpose  of  pictures  in  hypericonomy,  on  the  other  hand,  is  to  show  us 
how  to  break  out  of  the  circle.'^ 

On  several  occasions  in  this  study,  the  term  “heuretics”  has  been  used  to  describe 
a supplementary  or  alternative  logic  to  hermeneutic  discourse,  a way  out  of  the 
hermeneutic  circle.  In  short,  heuretics  provides  us  with  a logic  of  invention,  “a  form  of 
generative  productivity  of  the  sort  practiced  in  the  avant-garde”  (Ulmer,  1 994a;  xii). 
Hypericonomy  is  a heuretic  approach  to  discourse  in  that  it  draws  on  the  suggestive 
power  of  pictures  as  a means  of  generating  new  modes  of  writing  suitable  to  a culture  of 
the  image.  As  generative  instruments,  pictures  seem  to  be  extremely  productive,  for,  as 
we  have  already  seen,  although  we  know  very  little  about  how  pictures  work,  we  know 
that,  in  our  culture,  they  are  less  transparent  than  words.  A picture  tends  to  speak  with  less 
authorin'  than  a word,  it  is  not  subject  to  the  same,  rigid  ruleset,  and  therefore  it  is  more 
capable  of  generating  divergent  mental  and  psychic  phenomena.  Hypericonomy  works  by 
taking  hold  of,  and  foregrounding  those  divergent  phenomena.  The  purpose  of  this 
foregrounding,  however,  is  not  to  interpret  the  picture,  or  to  offer  a reading  of  it  in  the 
conventional  sense,  but  to  draw  on  the  picture  as  a tool  for  invention,  as  a generator  of 
concepts  and  linkages  unavailable  to  conventional  scholarly  practices.  This  is  how 
hypericonomy  breaks  out  of  the  circle.  Of  course,  pictures  are  not  the  only  potential 
generators  of  these  divergent  research  materials,  and  it  is  appropriate  that  a theorist 

It  is  apparent,  then,  that  the  referee  in  this  case  did  not  recognize,  or  chose  not  to  acknowledge  the 
deconstructive  program  of  the  essay,  an  essay  which  strives  not  to  be  classified  as  “analysis”  or  “critique”, 
but  which  (to  cite  this  Derridean  tenet  for  the  last  time)  “intereferes  with  solid  structures,  ‘material’ 
institutions,  and  not  only  with  discourses  or  signifying  representations  (Derrida,  1987: 19). 
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named  Lecercle  (the  circle)  would  be  the  one  to  show  us  how  words  can  help  break  the 
circle  as  well.  Words  have  a generative  potential  of  their  own.  We  have  already  seen  how 
the  pun,  for  example,  can  create  unconventional,  yet  informative  linkages  between 
concepts.  Still,  pictures  seem  to  possess  an  even  more  natural  propensity  for  facilitating 
remainder-work,  and  for  generating  divergent  responses.  This  fact  is  well  understood  in 
the  world  of  advertising. 

To  understand  pictures  as  generators  is  to  view  them  much  in  the  same  way  as 
Lecercle  describes  the  pun  and  other  forms  of  metaphor,  all  of  which  fall  into  the 
category  of  the  remainder:  he  describes  them  as  instances  of  “diachrony- within- 
synchrony.”  This  term  should  sound  familiar,  for  it  is  one  of  the  essential  elements  of  a 
hypericonomy,  along  with  subjectivation  and  repetition.  The  notion  of  “diachrony-within- 
synchrony"  points  to  the  capacity  of  the  remainder  to  interrupt  our  synchronic 
understanding  of  a word  by  drawing  on  a diachronic  association.  The  use  of  the  word 
“vise/vice/de-vise/vis”  in  Chapter  Four  is  a sufficient  example  of  how  a diachronic 
meaning  of  a word  can  interrupt  its  most  literal,  synchronic  definition.  By  means  of  the 
pun,  etymology,  and  macaronics,  “the  rigid  insulation  of  synchrony  trom  diachrony  is 
threatened  by  a short  circuit  whereby  history  is  reinscribed  in  the  present”  ( 1 87).  Pictures 
can  produce  the  same  effect  of  “diachrony-within-synchrony”,  as  we  have  seen,  once 
again,  in  the  case  of  the  vise.  As  a pictorial  pun,  the  vise  can  be  diachronically 
transformed  into  a printing  press,  the  brackets  of  a set  of  dichotomies,  and  the  hands  of 
William  Blake’s  Nurse,  all  of  which  play  a seminal  role  in  this  research  project.  In 
hypericonomy,  the  effect  of  “diachrony-within-synchrony”  permits  us  to  cut  across  a 
diversity  of  discourse  networks  in  order  to  chart  a network  of  our  own. 
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The  concept  of  “diachrony- within-synchrony”  can  be  further  elucidated  by  what 
Lecercle  calls  “indirection”; 

‘Indirection’  means  that  the  process  of  interpretation,  or  production,  goes  both 
ways  indifferently.  All  the  possible  meanings  of  a metaphorical  phrase  are  present 
at  once,  without  the  order  they  are  given  in  a dictionary,  which  is  normally  based 
on  historical  principles  and  treats  the  ‘literal’  meaning  as  primary”  (174). 

Of  course,  the  reader  of  a metaphorical  phrase  or  the  viewer  of  a picture  must  control  this 

sense  of  indirection  (which,  incidentally,  might  lead  him/her  into  esoteric  ^lirections  not 

found  “in  a dictionary”).  Those  familiar  with  schizophrenia  will  understand  why  this 

control  must  be  present;  without  the  ability  to  filter  or  funnel  information  into  a single 

direction — the  “good”  or  “common”  direction  (sens) — the  viewer  or  listener  will  be 

oven\Tought  by  an  onslaught  of  stimuli,  and  eventually  deemed  mad  by  the  purveyors  of 

good  sense. This  funneling  of  stimuli  is,  naturally,  an  unconscious  operation,  present 

whenever  an  individual  is  faced  with  a visual  or  verbal  proposition.  But  it  may  be 

possible  to  capture  or  at  least  re-create  this  sense  of  schizo  “indirection”  before  it  is 

fimneled,  before  it  is  transformed  into  “commonsense.”  To  do  so  would  be  to  return  to 

the  creative,  unhinged  and  pre-rational  state  of  a child.  “In  the  genesis  of  every 

proposition,”  Lecercle  tells  us, 

there  is  a moment  of  ereation,  of  potential  nonsense,  but  also  of  fluidity;  the 
moment  of  sense  before  a (self-)conscious  subject  takes  over,  before  the  world  is 
designated,  before  langue  with  its  fixed  units  and  general  rules  imposes  its 
structure  on  language.  This  moment  of  sense  is  obliterated  when  good  sense 
wins”  (178). 


” Admittedly,  this  is  a vast  oversimplification  of  the  question  of  madness  as  treated  by  Foucault  and  others. 
See  Michel  Foucault.  Madness  and  Civilization:  A Histoiy  of  Insanity  in  the  Age  of  Reason  (trans.  Richard 
Howard.  New  York:  Vintage.  1985). 
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It  is  by  capturing  or  mimicking  this  moment  of  genesis,  by  crystallizing  this  flash  of 
indirection,  that  hypericonomy  is  made  possible,  transforming  delire  or  schizophrenia 
into  a theory  and  a discursive  practice. 

The  Good  Sense  of  Nonsense 

We  have  now  crossed  the  frontier  of  Gilles  Deleuze’s  understanding  of  sense,  and 

his  punning  of  that  term  with  the  French  word  ''sens"  or  “direction.”  Without  going  too 

far  beyond  this  frontier,  we  might  simply  note  that  sense,  according  to  Deleuze,  is  present 

in  every  utterance,  even  in  so-called  nonsense,  which  should  not  be  understood  as  a lack 

of  sense  (or  direction)  at  all,  but  as  an  overproduction  of  sense  (indirection=too  many 

directions  at  once,  no  single  direction).  “From  the  point  of  view  of  structure,”  Deleuze 

suggests  “there  is  always  too  much  sense:  an  excess  produced  and  over-produced  by 

nonsense”  (71).  It  is  in  this  sense  that  hypericonomy,  with  its  multi-discursive, 

diachronic  structure  is  nonsensical.  If  “good  sense  affirms  that  in  all  things  there  is  a 

determinable  sense  or  direction  (sens)"  (Deleuze,  1969: 1),  then  hypericonomy  takes  the 

crooked  path(s)  of  nonsense,  refusing  to  lay  out  a single  path  for  all  things. 

What  remains  to  be  considered  in  this  theory  of  sense,  however,  is  this:  When  it 

comes  to  scholarly  discourse,  WFIO  is  determining  the  sense?  Who  is  pointing  us  in  the 

direction  of  good,  scholarly  sense,  and  WHY?  According  to  Deleuze,  “the  systematic 

characteristics  of  good  sense”  might  be  described  in  this  way: 

it  affirms  a single  direction;  it  determines  this  direction  to  go  from  the  most  to  the 
least  differentiated,  from  the  singular  to  the  regular,  and  from  the  remarkable  to 
the  ordinary;  it  orients  the  arrow  of  time  from  past  to  future,  according  to  this 
determination;  it  assigns  to  the  present  a directing  role  in  this  orientation;  it 
renders  possible  thereby  the  function  of  prevision;  and  it  selects  the  sedentary  type 
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of  distribution  in  which  all  of  the  preceding  characteristics  are  brought  together. 

(76) 

With  a few  minor  adjustments,  this  description  of  “good  sense”  might  very  well  be 
mistaken  for  a description  of  the  discourse  of  the  Republie  of  Scholars,  a mode  of 
discourse  which  organizes  all  data  according  to  a pre-visioned,  synchronic  hierarchy,  a 
“sedentary  type  of  distribution”  in  which  all  “relevant”  data  may  be  easily  organized  into 
a single,  homogeneous  argument.  The  Republic  of  Scholars,  then,  manufactures  good 
sense  as  it  exists  in  the  academic  world  today,  and  those  who  wish  to  challenge  this 
understanding  of  good  sense  must  be  aware  of  what  they  are  up  against.  The  WHO  of 
good  sense  is  obvious  then,  and  the  WHY  might  be  answered  by  pointing  to  the  history 
and  tradition  of  scholarly  discourse,  with  its  roots  in  early  print  technology  and  the 
structure  of  the  first  universities.  But  there  are  other,  more  politcal,  more  confrontational 
answers  to  this  WHY  of  scholarly  discourse,  which  have  to  do  mainly  with  the 
maintenance  of  a certain  status  quo.  Although  these  answers  are  not  dealt  with  directly  in 
this  study,  they  should  be  eonsidered  as  raw  material  left  on  reserve  for  future 
hypericonomists. 

Hypericonomy,  though  it  may  not  ever  be  accepted  as  “good  sense”,  is  at  least  a 
step  towards  redefining  sense  and  nonsense,  a step  in  the  right  direction  which  is  also  a 
step  toward  indirection.  Hypericonomy  is  an  education  on  how  to  include  the  remainder 
in  a research  program.  If  there  is  to  be  a slogan  for  such  an  educational  program,  it  must 
be  stolen  from  Deleuze  and  Guattari:  “Don’t  sow,  grow  offshoots!”  It  may  well  be  the 
case  that  a mode  of  discourse  which  draws  on  the  remainder  would  be  the  most  just  and 
advantageous  vehicle  of  “commonsense”  in  the  next  millennium.  For  in  such  a case 
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commonsense,  the  right  direction,  would  be  polydirection,  a sense  with  multiple 
offshoots,  multiple  roads;  a network  of  paths  linking  departments  and  rankings,  cultures 
and  polities,  space  and  time. 


“Suddenly,  something  new  happens,  a proposition  ‘makes  sense’  in  an  original 
manner — a moment  that  has  long  been  lost  in  the  passage  to  ‘good’  or  ‘common’  sense” 
(Lecercle,  177).  Somewhere  along  the  passageway  from  nonsense  to  commonsense  is  the 
first  proposition  of  a discourse  2000,  and  its  name  is  legion. 


V 


4-2.  Stephen  Gibb,  Pipedream  (1998).  Courtesy  of 
the  artist. 
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